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 After completing the interview process for the role of assistant principal in the spring of 
2016, I received the exciting news that I would be the assistant principal at New Hope Middle 
School the following school year. One question stood out to me from that interview process. 
Where did I see myself in five years? I remember thinking that I hoped I would be a principal by 
then using the next few years to learn what the job required, and I answered accordingly. By 
Christmas break, I was informed the current principal would not be returning and a retired 
administrator would be serving part time as principal for the remainder of the school year. 
Despite these unplanned events, I remained. In early March, that retired administrator, a life-long 
mentor of mine, was seriously injured in a car accident and would not be able to complete the 
school year. Yet, I remained.  
During the following three months I discovered how to be an assistant principal and a 
principal of 600 students and 60 staff members simultaneously. It gave new meaning to the term 
multitasking. I gained the needed experience at an accelerated pace often checking to see if my 
hair was on fire. In a school with a previous year’s College and Career Ready Performance Index 
(CCRPI) score of 68 looming over me and improvements needed with current instructional 
practices, where should I begin? Should I take on the challenge of improvement or simply 
survive? The long days consisted of teacher observations, professional learning, cafeteria duty, 
parents, bus issues, student discipline, staff concerns, budgets, parents, technological needs, 
testing, awards programs, field trips, parents, hiring new personnel, fire drills, traffic duty, and 
did I mention parents? I must be leaving out a few things. The learning curve was steep, and I 
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began to understand prioritization while trying to create a positive culture with a staff that barely 
knew me. Even so, I remained.  
 As the end of the school year approached, I was asked to interview for the 
position of principal and I found myself staring into the eyes of an interview panel as I had just 
one year before. The challenges of this job had not scared me away. I remained, ready to take on 
bigger challenges. As I began to plan for what would hopefully be a smoother school year ahead, 
I formed relationships with the other principals in my district realizing that many were nearing 
retirement. The newly created Aspiring Leaders Program was our system’s answer to low 
applicant numbers and a system leadership team approaching the end of their careers. Hearing 
their stories, observing their weariness, and realizing the toll this career choice can take on one’s 
health and personal life, I remained. 
I began to question how I would achieve longevity in this career. Would I be able to 
juggle all the demands of this role without sacrificing my other responsibilities as a wife? A 
mother? A daughter? A friend? This introductory vignette is designed to give the reader insight 
into why I am interested in the topic of principal retention and set the stage for why I have 












School principals’ have a significant impact on student achievement and positive 
educational outcomes (Beteille et al., 2012; Branch et al., 2013; Miller, 2009; Miller, 2013; 
Supovitz et al., 2010). There are concerns regarding the high turnover rate and shortage of 
applicants for school leadership positions currently within the United States (Beteille et al., 2012; 
Burkhauser et al., 2012; Burkhauser, 2015; Jensen, 2014; Whitaker, 2003). According to 
research, high poverty schools are significantly impacted by this current state of affairs (Beteille 
et al., 2012; Miller, 2013). This quantitative research study aimed to contribute to the body of 
literature regarding principal retention and investigate whether there is a significant relationship 
between hiring type (i.e., internal or external promotion) and principal retention in the state of 
Georgia when controlling for potential covariates. Using information obtained through the 
Georgia Department of Education, insight is provided into identifying leadership candidates, the 
hiring process, and increasing principal retention rates despite the demands of the job. This 
knowledge could significantly impact the hiring practices for school districts in addition to the 
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The Relationship between Hiring Type and Principal Retention:  
Comparing Georgia Public School Principals 
Chapter One 
Introduction 
 The demand for school principals who can lead and transform educational organizations 
is increasing (Beteille et al., 2012; Burkhauser et al., 2012; Burkhauser, 2015; Jensen, 2014; 
Whitaker, 2003). From transformational and transactional leadership in the late 1970’s to servant 
leadership and Total Quality Management in the late 1980’s, principal leadership has progressed 
from decade to decade eventually leading to the current climate of increased accountability 
raising the stakes higher than ever before (Alvoid & Black, 2014; Goodwin et al., 2005). One 
thing has remained consistent. “Leadership is vital to the effectiveness of a school” (Marzano et 
al., 2005, p.4). However, hiring and retaining effective principals remains a challenge (Levin & 
Bradley, 2019). Researchers have noted that increased job complexity and stress will further 
accelerate retirement and attrition of the current principal workforce (Beteille et al., 2012; Miller, 
2013).  
In fact, a study of Texas principals showed the average elementary school principal 
tenure was 4.96 years while 3.38 years was the extent of high school principals’ longevity (Fuller 
& Young, 2009). Seashore-Louis et al. (2010) discovered for the average school in the United 
States, the length of a principal’s tenure is three to four years, with a decrease in tenure for 
principals serving in low-income and minority communities. Recent national principal tenure 
data according to Taie and Goldring (2017) confirms the average tenure of principals was four 
years as of 2016–17. However, with 35% of principals staying at their school for less than 2 
years and a mere 11% of principals remaining for 10 years or more, this number conceals sizable 
      
2 
 
variations (Taie & Goldring, 2017). Shockingly, a recent national study of public school 
principals found that approximately 18% of principals were no longer in the same position one 
year later (Levin & Bradley, 2019). 
According to the Georgia Partnership for Excellence in Education (2019), one of the top 
ten issues to watch in 2020 is the issue concerning principal leadership. The principal’s 
responsibility for creating conditions leading to the recruitment and retention of effective 
teachers to ensure successful classrooms (Levin & Bradley, 2019) makes principal retention 
paramount to the future of Georgia schools. On average, the annual principal turnover rate in the 
state of Georgia is 19% (Georgia Department of Education, 2015) which is cause for concern 
considering school leaders are responsible for all aspects of student learning, both inside and 
outside the classroom. Most notably, the 2015 data revealed a 23% annual turnover of principals 
serving students in high-poverty schools compared to a 15% turnover in schools with lower 
numbers of socio-economically disadvantaged students (Georgia Department of Education, 
2015). Likewise, a 22% annual turnover of principals in schools with the highest percentage of 
minorities compared to 16% in schools with lower minority populations is disconcerting 
(Georgia Department of Education, 2015). 
In comparison nationally, the annual principal turnover rate in the United States ranges 
from 25-30% (Beteille et al., 2012). More specifically, the annual principal turnover rate in 
Miami is consistently around 22%, whereas turnover rates exceeded 20% in Milwaukee, New 
York City, and San Francisco with Texas, the largest state in the union, reporting a 30% turnover 
rate (Beteille et al., 2012). Similar to principal turnover statistics in Georgia, researchers have 
observed high rates of principal turnover to be widespread in secondary schools that serve 
students from low income and minority households (Beteille et al., 2012; Gates et al., 2006; 
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Loeb et al., 2010; Ringel et al., 2004). Although the overall turnover rate of 19% in the state of 
Georgia is below turnover rates documented in urban cities, perhaps the most significant 
comparison is the turnover rate of 21% in high-poverty schools nationally (Levin & Bradley, 
2019) with the 23% annual turnover rate found in Georgia schools serving high-poverty student 
populations (Georgia Department of Education, 2015). 
Previous concerns have been raised regarding the shortage of qualified candidates in 
school leadership. Research findings highlight the negative effects of principal turnover and 
demonstrate the desire of principals to achieve and improve education along with the desire to   
work in schools with higher achieving more socioeconomic advantaged students (Beteille et al., 
2012; Pounder & Merrill, 2001). More pointedly, in 2012, Beteille, Kalogrides, and Loeb 
reported “more than one out of every five principals leaves their school each year” to move to 
more desirable positions often at the detriment of schools with high-poverty and low-achieving 
students (p. 904). Pounder and Merrill (2001), documented an exploratory study of job 
desirability sponsored by the National Association of Elementary School Principals (NAESP) 
and the National Association of Secondary School Principals (NASSP) which indicated that 
there was a shortage of qualified candidates for principal vacancies in the United States. These 
studies suggest that the desire to achieve and improve education which makes the principalship 
desirable to candidates may also influence them to move to schools with a better chance of 
achievement. 
 In studies by Papa (2005) and Pijanowski et al. (2009) it is suggested that research is 
inconsistent regarding the principal shortage. Papa (2005) contends, “we do not know whether 
there is likely to be a shortage of principals--we only know that there is an increased demand for 
school principals” (p. 217). The research by Pijanowski, Hewitt, and Brady (2009) argues that 
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superintendents often underestimate the principal candidate applicant pool in their own districts 
by overlooking younger principal candidates and understanding the characteristics of quality 
principal applicants. Despite inconsistent estimates regarding principal turnover, researchers 
assert to have a successful school, one must have an effective principal at the helm (Beteille et 
al., 2012; Branch et al., 2008; Fuller & Young, 2009; Miller, 2013; Seashore-Louis et al., 2010). 
Hence, the research of Branch et al. (2008) depicts the demand for experienced principals in 
schools with challenging student populations connecting principal retention to principal 
effectiveness through student achievement, teacher hiring and retention, and establishing policies 
for the development of a school culture conducive to learning.  
Impact of the Principal 
Research documents the changing landscape of the principalship particularly within the 
last five years as well as the high principal turnover rate across the country with negative 
consequences. According to recent research by Boyce and Bowers (2016) on the influence of 
principals, the effect within schools is shown to increase over time.  In concordance, the 
leadership of the school principal has an impact directly on the climate of the school and student 
achievement (Miller, 2013). The research conducted by Supovitz, Sirinides, and May (2010) 
claims evidence of the influence of the school principal on student achievement over 40 years as 
reported by Marzano, Waters, and McNulty (2005). 
The principal’s impact on positive school outcomes cannot be understated, and research 
underscores the importance of how quality principal leadership directly influences teacher 
retention and increased student achievement (Beteille et al., 2012; Branch et al., 2013; Miller, 
2009). Additionally, principal longevity is a critical component in effecting change initiatives to 
produce school improvement. By establishing the principal's impact on the development of a 
successful learning environment, the relevance of principal retention can be explored. 




Levin and Bradley (2019) revealed that principals play a significant role in recruiting and 
retaining effective teachers and ensuring their success in the classroom through maintaining a 
positive school climate, motivating school staff, and enhancing teacher practices. Furthermore, 
Branch et al. (2013) contends principal leadership has a significant effect on the quality of the 
school’s workforce. As Mitgang (2003) noted the responsibility for attracting, hiring, and 
retaining excellent teachers as well as discharging ineffective teachers is assumed by the school 
leader. In sum, Branch et al. (2013) explained that managing teacher quality and retention is an 
important channel through which principals can influence the quality of their schools.  
Subsequent to identifying and hiring excellent teachers is managing a learning 
environment which fosters teacher retention. Research substantiates the notion that teachers are 
more likely to stay in schools where the principals are deemed to be competent and effective 
leaders (Beteille et al., 2012; Boyd et al., 2011; Branch et al., 2013). Conversely, ineffective 
teachers are less likely to stay at schools run by highly effective principals (Branch et al., 2013). 
Clabo (2010) concluded that teachers recognized the difficult role of the principal in establishing 
teacher expectations by removing ineffective teachers promptly while matching proficient 
teachers with the most appropriate classes and students to produce positive outcomes. Similarly, 
Boyd et al., (2011) observed support from the principal was one of the most influential factors 
linked to teacher satisfaction and teacher tenure concluding that the more satisfied teachers were 
with the principal, the more likely they were to stay at the school. On the other hand, 
dissatisfaction with the principal resulted in teachers that were less likely to stay at the school, 
which supported the conclusion that an effective principal is a key factor in efforts to improve 
teacher and school quality (Boyd et al., 2011).   
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 Effective principals not only recruit and retain effective teachers, they also improve the 
effectiveness of current teachers by enhancing their instructional abilities (Robinson et al., 2008; 
Seashore-Louis et al., 2010). Thus, effective principals are strong instructional leaders who 
consistently provide constructive feedback to teachers for the purpose of improving instruction 
while also sustaining the support and motivation needed for professional growth. Although both 
effective and ineffective principals claimed to frequently observe their teachers, effective 
principals make more unscheduled observations and provide immediate feedback (Wallace 
Foundation, 2012).  
Principal support provided for all teachers without regard to their level of experience is 
an essential and necessary ingredient in successful schools (Boyd et al., 2011). Findings from a 
report conducted by the National Association of Secondary School Principals (NASSP) indicated 
that new teachers felt their transition into the teaching profession was much smoother when they 
viewed their principal as competent and effective giving them high marks if they believed the 
school leaders were approachable, supportive, and solution-oriented (NASSP, 2013). Extensive 
research corroborates the belief that supportive and effective principal leadership behaviors can 
affect teachers’ attitudes about their work environments affecting teachers’ willingness to remain 
at their school (Hirsch et al., 2009; Ladd, 2009; Mayer & Phillips, 2010). 
A notable correlation between principal turnover and teacher retention has been 
confirmed by scholars utilizing data documenting schools that have difficulty retaining principals 
also have difficulty retaining their teachers (Fuller & Young, 2009; Miller, 2009; Plecki et al., 
2005; Stoelinga, 2008; Weinstein et al., 2009;). Plecki et al. (2005) studied principal and teacher 
retention over a five-year span in 416 Washington State schools finding a significant causal 
relationship between high principal mobility and low teacher retention. Likewise, Miller (2009) 
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concluded that teacher turnover in North Carolina between 1994 and 2006 was substantially 
higher during the same year a principal left a school and the subsequent year following the 
assignment of a new principal authenticating the relationship between principal leadership and 
teacher retention. 
Student Achievement 
The principal effects the retention and quality of teachers which cultivates instructional 
enhancements directly impacting student achievement (Fullan, 1993). Seashore-Louis et al. 
(2010) examined the relationship between principals and student outcomes discovering that 
exceptional school leadership makes a substantial difference in schools and is second only to 
classroom instruction in promoting student learning. Branch et al. (2013) propose “highly 
effective principals raise the achievement of a typical student in their schools by between two 
and seven months of learning in a single school year; ineffective principals lower achievement 
by the same amount” (p.63). That level of success is dependent upon the stability of a high-
quality leader who has the tremendous influence (e.g., direct and indirect) on a teachers’ ability 
to deliver quality instruction and provide students with opportunities to maximize their learning 
experiences (Beteille et al., 2012; Burkhauser, 2015; Johnson, 2006; Leithwood et al., 2006; 
McIver et al., 2009).  
Principals can also affect other student outcomes including reducing student absences and 
suspensions, and improving graduation rates. Markedly, principals in low-achieving or high- 
poverty schools tend to have a greater impact on student outcomes than principals at less 
challenging schools (Leithwood et al., 2006; Seashore-Louis et al., 2010). Fuller and Young 
(2009) assert that due to the connection between higher teacher qualifications in schools with 
principal stability and the importance of principal retention factors in improving student 
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achievement, experienced principals are paramount to school success. Moreover, district leaders 
must ensure that effective veteran principals with more than five years of experience are placed 
in schools serving more economically disadvantaged students (Fuller & Young, 2009).  
Creating conditions in school districts that entice effective leaders to stay, improve, and 
lead schools has a positive effect on student outcomes, and the stability of the principal is 
essential to the success of schools (Coelli & Green, 2012; Fuller & Young, 2009; Grissom & 
Loeb, 2011; Miller, 2013; Vanderhaar et al., 2006). While Coelli and Green (2012) propose the 
presence of a great principal is usually the antecedent to increased student learning and a thriving 
school culture, Leithwood et al. (2006) stresses in the absence of a competent, skilled leader, the 
likelihood of maintaining a positive school culture supportive of student learning would be very 
difficult thus emphasizing the importance of retaining principals over time. 
Time to Effect Change 
A constant principal turnover churn creates barriers for improving student achievement 
and often prevents productive school improvement efforts (Weinstein, et al., 2009). Schools with 
greater challenges and fewer resources need experienced principals who are provided with the 
support to effectively improve student achievement in addition to the critical element of time 
allowed to produce those improvements. Fuller and Young (2009) argue that because reform 
initiatives take time to materialize, it is important that principals be provided stable 
environments. Furthermore, research supports the view that not only is principal stability 
important, but it takes principals an average of five years to put a vision in place for a school, 
improve instructional quality, and fully implement policies and practices that positively affect a 
school’s performance (Akiba & Reichardt, 2004; Fullan, 1993; Fuller & Young, 2009; Ringel, et 
al., 2004; Weinstein, et al., 2009).  
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Principal experience over time has also been related to principal retention. Papa’s (2007) 
research using data from the State of New York to look at principal retention determined that 
principals hired within the district with less than five years of district experience were about 70 
percent less likely to be retained than principals with at least five years of district experience. 
Experience was identified as a significant predictor in both Illinois and North Carolina schools, 
with more experienced principals less likely to leave their schools (Gates et al., 2006). Similarly, 
using data from Missouri schools from, Baker et al. (2010) confirmed that more experienced 
principals are less likely to leave their positions or the school systems.  
Principal stability has also been directly linked to student achievement (Akiba & 
Reichardt, 2004; Branch et al., 2008; Fuller & Young, 2009; Miller, 2009; Vanderhaar et al., 
2006). Miller (2009) argued that principal mobility negatively affected the statewide math and 
reading exam scores of middle and elementary students in North Carolina noting that student 
scores were lower during a new principal’s first two years than they were during the tenure of the 
previous principals. Subsequently, test scores began to show signs of rebounding by the end of 
the new principal’s fourth year.  
Weinstein et al. (2009) provided yet another illustration of how principal stability affects 
student outcomes indicating that students’ graduation and dropout rates, as well as the number of 
students that passed English and mathematics Regents exams, decreased after the transition of 
the founding principal in New York City high schools. Vanderhaar et al. (2006) along with 
Fuller and Young (2009) had similar findings that principal stability had some bearing on 
students’ academic performance noting that principals needed to be at the same school for seven 
or more years to bring about effective change. 
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   While not all turnover is bad, a limited but growing body of research suggests that rapid 
or frequent changes in leadership has several negative outcomes, including declines in student 
achievement, interruption of program or reform implementation, low teacher morale, and the 
development of resilient cultures that resist change (Fink & Brayman, 2004; Hargreaves & Fink, 
2006; MacMillan, 2000; Seashore-Louis et al., 2010). Although gains in student achievement 
temporarily slow whenever there is a new principal, the impact is consequential at the most 
challenging schools. Schools faced with considerable challenges (i.e., high-poverty and low- 
achieving students) are often staffed with less experienced principals who gain initial experience 
before transferring to easier-to-manage schools resulting in longer, more pronounced slowdown 
of achievement gains. With the average length of a principal’s tenure between three to four years 
in a typical school (Seashore-Louis et al., 2010), schools managing more challenging student 
populations report a shorter average principal tenure. For example, in Miami, principals in the 
lowest performing schools had an average of 2.5 years of experience which was less than half the 
average tenure (5.1 years) of principals in the highest performing schools (Loeb et al., 2010).  
Although contradicting studies challenge the necessity of principal longevity stating 
effective principals still make significant improvements in their first years (Coelli & Green, 
2012; Portin et al., 2003; Seashore-Louis et al., 2010),  Fuller and Young (2009) explain 
principal retention matters because teacher retention and qualifications are greater in schools 
where principals stay longer.  A principal’s strong influence on the success of a school, makes 
recent research revealing a steady decline in the tenure of principals, especially among those at 
the secondary levels who are new to the profession, more significant (Beteille et al., 2012; 
Burkhauser et al., 2012; Burkhauser, 2015; Fuller & Young, 2009; Gates et al., 2006).  
Moreover, it has become increasingly important that school districts go beyond recruiting and 
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hiring the best possible principal candidates to find new and innovative ways to keep these 
quality leaders who advance teaching and learning in their schools long enough to implement the 
changes necessary to ensure long term success for teachers and students (Manna, 2015). 
Influence of Promotion Type.  In light of research establishing the principal's significant 
impact on the school environment as well as linking positive student outcomes to principal 
experience and longevity, an exploration of the influences of principal recruitment and hiring 
practices is essential. While both internal and external candidate recruitment methods have 
garnered support from researchers (Carlson, 1961; Groysberg et al., 2008; Hargreaves et al., 
2003; Pounder & Merrill, 2001; Rao & Drazin, 2002), limited studies relate hiring type (i.e., 
internal or external promotion) to principal retention. Despite the limited evidence of widespread 
quality succession planning in school districts (Brundrett et al., 2006), increased principal 
retention levels have been associated with school improvement plans that include systematic 
principal succession planning (Peters, 2011). Even so, all promotion strategies (e.g., internal or 
external recruitment) have potential benefits and barriers to organizational success. 
Strategies involving the internal recruitment of principal candidates can be similar to the 
components of quality succession planning (Miskel & Cosgrove, 1985). Often used as an 
informal internal recruitment strategy within school systems, the process of identifying teachers 
with potential leadership talent by administrators, also known as “tapping”, can increase the 
applicant pool of those invested in the mission and vision of the school system (Fink, 2011). A 
more formal approach is the development of “grow your own” principal preparation programs 
which foster minimal disruptions to organizational practices and offer continuity to the school 
environment (Hargreaves et al., 2003, Pounder & Merrill, 2001). In spite of noted benefits with 
the internal recruitment of principal candidates, barriers stemming from the familiarity of 
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coworkers and the change in workplace dynamics can result in job dissatisfaction (Versland, 
2013).  
Just as a move to a supervisory role can be viewed as a barrier to an internal candidate, 
this promotion can be seen as a benefit when hiring externally. In fact, the innovation of new 
ideas and practices offered by external candidates in combination with the higher levels of 
human capital (i.e., education, experience) increase the external candidates employability 
(DeVaro et al., 2015; Roach & Dixon, 2006). Connecting previous studies proposing that 
principal satisfaction is a significant predictor of turnover (Boyce & Bowers, 2016; Tekleselassie 
& Choi, 2019; Tekleselassie & Villarreal, 2011) and promotion type to job satisfaction, questions 
regarding which type of hiring (i.e., internal or external) produces more job satisfaction and the 
potential influence of hiring type on principal retention are raised.  
Theoretical Framing  
Three existing human resource development theories will be utilized to build a 
conceptual framework for understanding the linkages between internal and external promotion 
and principal retention. By exploring the characteristics of Human Capital Theory (Becker, 
1964), Tournament Theory (Lazear & Rosen, 1981), and Organizational Commitment Theory 
(Meyer & Allen, 1997), a knowledge of the determinants of organizational performance through 
the hiring process of school principals can be ascertained.  
Becker (1964) theorized the importance of three types of human capital investments (i.e., 
on-the-job training, schooling, and other knowledge) in relation to employee rate of return. These 
investments in education and training through specific skill development with on the job training 
provides a rationale for organizations to invest in their employees creating potential increases in 
performance. More specifically in the field of education, Human Capital Theory relates 
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advancement opportunities experienced by internal candidates through professional development 
and specific training programs to employability and performance.  
Career competitions and resulting wage winnings through promotion are described in the 
Tournament Theory. Lazear and Rosen (1981) based their theory on employee incentives to 
work hard and perform well in order to win the ultimate prize of promotion and wage increases. 
Conceptually, the effectiveness of these incentives are dependent on the prize spread (e.g., the 
difference between pre and post promotion salaries) and the presence of job security. In contrast, 
salary increases serve as a short term incentive if the employment relationship is unstable and 
Tournament Theory is considered more suitable when reward is based on relative rank (Connelly 
et al., 2014).  
The Organizational Commitment Theory is described by an employee’s degree of 
dedication and psychological attachment to an organization. Meyer and Allen (1997) defined this 
attachment to and involvement in the work organization as affective influence which is likely to 
result in employee retention. Although the Organizational Commitment Theory stems from 
Becker’s (1960) side-bet theory with connections to Human Capital Theory through hidden 
investments as well as Tournament Theory in terms of financial motivation, the affective 
influence proposed by Meyer and Allen (1997) bases employee retention on more than economic 
factors. The three scales of commitment (i.e., affective, normative, and continuance) in Meyer 
and Allen’s model suggest employees remain with an organization due to positive feelings of 
identification, a sense of obligation, and the costs associated with leaving (Weibo et al., 2010).  
Whereas the theories of Human Capital, Tournament, and Organizational Commitment 
all share elements of organizational inputs that result in positive organizational outcomes, they 
additionally offer structural suggestions to improve employee retention. Despite the unique 
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features of each theory, all three share an interrelated goal of employment at the foundation of 
human resources. The theories introduced in this chapter will be explained further in chapter two 
and will be used to support factors that influence principal retention and assist in interpreting the 
findings of the study.  
Background 
School districts across the United States are facing challenges recruiting, hiring, and 
retaining school principals (Educational Research Services, 2000; Pounder & Merrill, 2001; 
Fuller & Young, 2009). High rates of leadership turnover in districts across the country range 
from 15% to 30% each year with especially high rates in schools serving more low-income, 
minority, and low-achieving students (Branch et al., 2008; Fuller & Young, 2009; Loeb et al., 
2010). During 2016-2017 the national average for principal tenure was four years with a turnover 
rate of 21 percent in high-poverty schools (Levin & Bradley, 2019). The relationship between 
principal longevity, retention of effective principals, and positive school outcomes is supported 
by research (Miller, 2013; Papa, 2007).  
Given the crucial need for capable leadership in school improvement, the looming 
shortage of candidates, and the increasing demands on administrators, the task of principal 
selection is daunting. The selecting and hiring of a capable principal candidate for a school 
leadership position can be one of the most important tasks district administrators and school 
boards face during their tenure. Unfortunately, due to time constraints and lack of knowledge 
about the hiring process, the recruitment and selection of a principal can be a haphazard process 
and many school districts do not have a systematic and structured process in place to recruit and 
select principals (Anderson, 1991; Clifford et al., 2012).  
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Attention to succession planning has gained momentum within school districts due to 
principal turnover. Fink and Brayman (2004) examined the influence of principals’ succession in 
the “Change Over Time” study and findings addressed both planned and unplanned succession.  
While some districts seek to hire candidates externally, another potential solution to the 
leadership shortage is the creation of district-level aspiring principal training programs. These 
“grow your own” preparation programs are designed to prepare individuals for the principalship 
and increase the pool of applicants internally. While internal promotion through leadership 
preparation programs may appear to be the best practice for principal succession, the research of 
Buckman and Tran (2018) suggests hiring type is not significant with regards to school 
performance. 
The purpose of this study was to examine what factors contribute to the retention of 
principals serving in Georgia public schools.  Schools at particular risk of principal turnover are 
those with significant populations of students in poverty or low academic achievement. 
Consistent quality leadership is directly related to student achievement (Azaiez & Slate, 2017). 
In contrast to providing information about why principals choose to leave their positions, this 
research focuses on which attributes have the greatest influence in the decision to remain. A 
comprehensive review of research led to the formulation of questions in regards to hiring type, 
principal turnover and factors that influence principal longevity.  
This study seeks to determine whether there is a statistically significant relationship 
between hiring type and principal retention in the state of Georgia. Additionally, this study 
explored if there is a significant relationship between hiring type and other relevant variables that 
impact principal retention.  
 




The analysis of the literature identified gaps in research which led to the formulation of 
the following research question: 
1. Is there a relationship between the internal and external promotion of principals and 
principal retention in the state of Georgia when potential covariates have been controlled? 
Null Hypothesis  
H0: There is no significant relationship between internally promoted public school 
principals and externally promoted public school principals retention when potential 
covariates have been controlled. 
Research has supported the contributions of factors such as the principal’s salary, poverty 
level of students, student achievement, and others in relationship to principal retention (Boyce & 
Bowers, 2016; Fuller & Young, 2009; Pounder & Merrill, 2001). However, there is a paucity of 
research examining these covariates in relationship to internal and external principal promotion.  
This research study would be particularly important to the leadership in school districts 
seeking to hire and retain quality school principals. Examining the leaky principal pipeline to 
determine characteristics of long-term principals could give school systems the tools for 
developing future leaders. This study proposes to identify the relationship between the internal 
and external promotion of Georgia school principals and principal retention. The knowledge of 
how promotion type affects the decision to remain in the role could have a significant impact on 
hiring practices and succession planning for school districts in addition to the development of 
leadership programs in the educational community. 
Statistical Method 
To address the previously mentioned research question and null hypothesis, the following  
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procedures were conducted. A logistical regression analysis on the principal data obtained was 
completed to identify the relationship between the independent variable, dependent variable, and 
covariates. Descriptive statistics were used to summarize and describe the independent, 
dependent and control variables while inferential statistics were used to identify a relationship 
between the independent variable (i.e., internal and external promotion), dependent variable (i.e., 
principal retention), and all covariates (i.e., age, gender, race, years of experience, highest level 
of education, salary, SES, school size, student race/ethnicity percentages, school level, and 
student achievement). 
 The population studied was first-year public school principals in the state of Georgia. For 
this reason, individual level principal data in addition to school and district information from 
2015 to 2019 as well as assistant principal data from 2014 was requested from the Georgia 
Department of Education. Principal panel level data across 5 years along with assistant principal 
level data from 2014 captures the relationship between internal and external promotion and 
principal retention over time.  
Along with the independent variable of hiring type (i.e., internal or external promotion) 
and the dependent variable of principal retention, this study recognized the following potential 
covariates that served as control variables in this study: 1) age, 2) gender, 3) race, 4) years of 
experience, 5) highest level of education, 6) salary, 7) Socioeconomic status, 8) school size, 9) 
student race/ethnicity percentages, 10) school level, and 11) student achievement. The level of 
significance or alpha level was set at 0.05 to reject or accept the null hypothesis, and this criteria 
was also applied for determining the significance of all other variables.  
Definition of Terms 
The following definitions were used in this study: 
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1. Assistant principal: a building-level administrator subordinate to a 
principal. The position may also be described as vice principal. Large 
schools may have several assistant principals, whose positions may be 
delineated by job functions including curriculum, operations, or discipline. 
In many organizations, assistant principal is the entry-level administrative 
position.  
2. Compensation: Benefits that are given to employees for performing a 
service. Compensation can include job rate or the importance that an 
organization places on the position; salary; payment and rewarding 
excellent performance; personal or special allowances; and, fringe 
benefits, such as paid leave, holidays with pay, retirement pensions, 
promotional opportunities and job security (Tella et al., 2007). 
3. College and Career Ready Performance Index (CCRPI): a comprehensive 
school improvement, accountability, and communication platform for all 
educational stakeholders that will promote college and career readiness for 
all Georgia public school students. A yearly report to compare a school’s 
academic performance (i.e., progress and achievement) with other schools 
in Georgia. 
4. External Promotion: In this research study, external promotion will be 
defined as those principals hired from outside the school district.  
5. Grow your own principal preparation programs: Programs established and 
operated by local school systems to supplement and enhance the 
preparation of school principals.  
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6. High-Needs Students: The Department of Education defines high-needs 
students as students at risk of educational failure or otherwise in need of 
special assistance and support, such as students who are living in poverty, 
who attend high-minority schools, who are far below grade level, who 
have left school before receiving a regular high school diploma, who are at 
risk of not graduating with a diploma on time, who are homeless, who are 
in foster care, who have been incarcerated, who have disabilities, or who 
are English learners (National Center for Education Statistics, 2018; US 
Department of Education, 2009). 
7. High Poverty School: In this research study, high poverty schools will be 
defined as a school where at least 75 percent of the student population 
qualifies for free and reduced lunch (National Center for Education 
Statistics, 2018). 
8. Human Capital Theory:  a form of investment by individuals in education 
up to the point where the returns in extra income are equal to the costs of 
participating in education. Returns are both private to the individual in the 
form of additional income and to the general society in the form of greater 
productivity provided by the educated (Becker, 1964). 
9. Internal Promotion: In this research study, internal promotion will be 
defined as those employees hired for the position of principal within the 
school district where they are currently employed. 
10. Leaky principal pipeline: The decreasing representation of potential 
leadership candidates. 
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11. Low-Performing Schools: The US Department of Education defines low 
performing schools as schools that are in the bottom 10 percent of 
performance in the State, or who have significant achievement gaps, based 
on student academic performance in reading/language arts and 
mathematics on the assessments required under the ESEA or graduation 
rates, (National Center for Education Statistics, 2018; US Department of 
Education, 2009). 
12. Organizational Commitment Theory: an employee’s level of dedication 
and psychological attachment to an organization (Meyer & Allen, 1997). 
13. Principal: The leader of a school who is responsible for managing school 
operations and supervising teachers and students. In this study, the term 
principal will be used interchangeably with school leader, instructional 
leader, and administrator (The Wallace Foundation 2012; 2016; 2019). 
14. Socio-economic status (SES): calculated by dividing the number of 
students eligible to receive free or reduced meals (reported annually by the 
Georgia Department of Education in the October Nutrition Count) by the 
total school enrollment count (United States Department of Agriculture, 
2017). 
15. Succession planning: The “systematic, long-term approach to meeting the 
present and future talent needs of an organization to continue to achieve its 
mission and meet or exceed its business objectives” (Rothwell et al., 2005, 
p. 27). Succession planning includes the adoption of specific procedures to 
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assure the identification, development, strategic application, and long-term 
retention of talented individuals (Rothwell, 2010).    
16. Tapping: an informal recruitment mechanism of teachers to become 
principals which includes identifying talent for future school leadership in 
the absence of formal succession management programs (Myung et al., 
2011) 
17. Tournament Theory: a payment scheme based on the rank order of 
workers’ outputs and effectively administers a competition of career 
advancement based on the indication of their exhibited abilities (Lazear & 
Rosen, 1981) 
18. Turnover: refers to the ratio of people in a particular position having to be 
replaced for any reason including growth, firing, retirement, mobility, and 
















To gain an insight and develop an understanding of the relationship between internal and 
external promotion of school principals and principal retention, a review of research literature is 
necessary. By providing background on current succession planning practices and studies of 
principal retention in addition to a discussion of existing literature on internal and external 
promotion, this chapter will also examine the factors that influence principal turnover. 
Additionally, it creates a theoretical framework to support the relationship between hiring type 
and principal retention. Theoretical frameworks are important tools that help researchers focus 
and ground their research questions (Creswell, 2014). Moreover, theoretical frameworks provide 
a context and structure to guide the research. This study uses three frameworks to understand 
how internal and external promotion influences principal retention. 
Three theoretical lenses through which to view hiring type are explored. The first is 
human capital theory, which provides a framework of the investments or inputs into workers and 
the related output of productivity of the organization. The second is tournament theory. Given a 
payment scheme based on a worker’s output, this theory allows us to consider workers engaged 
in a career competition that provide employees with incentives in the form of promotions to 
work hard and perform well. Lastly, organizational commitment theory is discussed as a tool to 
understand how employees develop a level of dedication and attachment to the organization. 
Altogether, these frameworks provide a unique perspective to more fully understand how 
relationships develop between hiring type and principal retention. 
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Internal and External Promotion 
Most school districts have two pools of candidates from which to recruit; internal and 
external (Pounder & Merrill, 2001). Carlson (1961) asserts that by choosing leader candidates 
from within the organization it stabilizes what already exists and choosing leader candidates 
from outside the school system would alter what already exists. Both internal and external 
recruitment strategies have their own sets of strengths and weaknesses in regards to the 
organization’s health. Some school districts recruit exclusively internally, others solely recruit 
externally, and many utilize both strategies (Lee & Keiffer, 2003; Winter et al., 2002). Due to the 
limited number of studies regarding principal succession and hiring practices, an exploration 
delving into succession planning, current educational practices, and the benefits or barriers to 
both internal and external recruitment is warranted.  
Succession Planning 
 Primarily viewing the process through the lens of socialization, Grusky (1960) defined 
administrative succession as a necessary phenomenon noting the organizational instability 
resulting from the transition of a new chief executive and the preparation necessary for 
successful succession. As the focus of succession planning has changed over time, the modern 
concept of succession planning was derived as a function of human resources development 
theory in the mid-1950s. From this beginning, the focus then shifted to technology-based 
employment planning in the mid-1960s, a concentration on “manpower” in the early 1970s, and 
eventually toward more comprehensive human resources planning in the 1980s (Freidman, 1987; 
Rothwell, 2010). Eventually, Rothwell’s (2010) study of the private sector unveiled the increase 
of the talent pool as the primary reason for implementing a succession plan.  
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 In the public sector, succession planning has been studied in healthcare professions with 
an emphasis on the area of nursing driven by the projected attrition rates (Bolton & Roy, 2004; 
Garman & Glawe, 2004; Redman, 2006). While public organizations do not perform as well as 
private organizations in the area of leadership succession and management, they share similar 
concerns regarding the availability of sufficient leaders (Hargreaves & Fink, 2006; National 
Academy of Public Administration, 1997). 
 More recently, Chavez (2011) proposed a multifaceted approach for the creation of a 
succession plan citing three overlapping aspects to quality succession planning: (a) identification 
of the organization’s emerging leaders, (b) development of current employees through specific 
leadership opportunities, and (c) retention of the organization’s top talent. In the final step of 
retaining top performers within the organization, Chavez (2011) specified the return on 
investment was much greater for retention of proven talent, rather than attempting to recruit top 
talent from outside the organization. Rothwell (2005) also describes succession planning as an 
integrated process linked to the overall goals and objectives of the organization which identifies 
future leaders, and engages them in skill building needed for growth of the organization.  
Although a quality succession plan trains individuals for positions of greater 
responsibility within the organization, some individuals will leave the organization to accept 
promotions with other entities (Smeltzer, 2002). As a result, an expanded concept of recruitment 
specifies that quality succession plans should include recruitment of top-tier executive candidates 
both internal and external to the organization (Griffith, 2012). Furthermore, top candidates need 
to be recruited at all levels taking into consideration the training of entry-level positions for 
positions of greater responsibility (Beeson, 1998; Griffith, 2012).  
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Ensuring organizational growth and sustainability through succession planning requires a 
compatible vision in order to produce successful outcomes (Fullan, 2005). In the educational 
setting, qualified individuals need to be prepared to fill leadership roles becoming assistant 
principals, principals, and principal supervisors. Succession planning offers a viable solution to 
the current realities depicted in the workforce trends of the school principal which require a 
change in leadership recruiting, development, and personnel practices for school districts 
(Barker, 1997; Olson, 2008; Schmidt-Davis & Bottoms, 2011). Additionally, the significant 
value in implementing succession planning strategies can enable school leaders to be proactive 
ensuring an adequate supply of qualified leaders which is important to the success of individual 
schools and to the entire nation (Brundrett et al., 2006). 
Succession Planning in Education 
 The field of education has been slower to embrace the concept of succession planning 
and evidence of structured succession plans with components of a well-designed management 
development system are rare in school districts (Hartle & Thomas, 2006; Tucker & Codding, 
2002). Although Fullan (2005) addressed the lack of succession planning in education well over 
a decade ago, the focus was on the failure to perpetuate a sustainable culture stemming from a 
lack of planning. Furthermore, Fullan (2005) maintained the need for a compatible vision to 
achieve sustainable leadership placing the responsibility for a departure plan on the principal. 
Hargreaves and Fink (2006) tout principal succession is neglected in efforts to secure the 
sustainability of school improvement and is perhaps the “most neglected aspect of leadership 
theory and practice in schools” (p. 699). As Mascall and Leithwood (2010) studied principal 
succession in several schools, the changing of principals was often unplanned leading to negative 
outcomes in spite of the implications of a deliberate principal succession process. In the absence 
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of measures to ensure a sustainable culture, Zepeda et al. (2012) contends the rapid turnover of 
principals (i.e., four years or less) results in adverse negative effects on student achievement and 
school culture.  
In terms of succession, a factor worthy of consideration is whether the transition 
represents a continuation or discontinuation with past directions and to what extent the transition 
is planned (Hargreaves & Fink, 2006). Hargreaves and Fink (2006) propose four types of 
succession events between leaders: 1) planned continuity, 2) unplanned continuity, 3) planned  
discontinuity, and 4) unplanned discontinuity with the claim that sustained school improvement 
is dependent on carefully planned continuity. If potential candidates are identified early, 
provided training, given position related experiences, and supplied with valuable feedback, 
planned continuity can be beneficial to effect change needed to turn around failing schools or 
implement a top-down reform agenda (Hargreaves & Fink, 2006). Yet, Hargreaves and Fink 
(2006) stated most cases of school succession are unplanned and there is little regard for whether 
the change will bring continuity or discontinuity.    
While comprehensive succession planning may be absent in many school districts, 
research has documented certain succession practices and leadership development strategies as 
more prevalent (Brundrett et al., 2006). School systems have implemented initiatives including 
leadership development programs, coaching, and the creation of executive principal positions for 
the purpose of increasing applicant pools of qualified future leaders (Hargreaves & Fink, 2011). 
Schmidt-Davis and Bottoms (2011) recognize the need to engage in better succession practices 
and stop the “hire and hope” practices as the understanding of the importance of school 
leadership grows. Leadership succession planning requires school systems to forecast future 
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vacancies, identify recruitment and selection procedures, and implement induction programs to 
support and retain effective leaders (Ryan & Gallo, 2011). 
School district personnel shared positive views regarding the importance of developing 
aspiring and existing leaders through mentoring in four Georgia school systems (Zepeda et al., 
2012). Factors including the school district size and perceived availability of leaders have 
influenced the presence of components within succession planning such as urgency, mentoring, 
development of aspiring principals, and partnerships with outside agencies (Zepeda et al., 2012). 
Support from the Southern Regional Education Board (SREB) provided to educational 
organizations recommends actions to answer the leadership crisis through systematic succession 
planning (Schmidt-Davis & Bottoms, 2011). This virtuous circle of succession planning as 
described by Schmidt-Davis and Bottoms (2011) is increasingly recognized by more states and 
organizations as a need to study succession practices and implement succession strategies as part 
of a larger system.   
Peters (2011) utilized a case study to understand leadership succession planning of high 
school principals in urban settings and findings depicted a leadership succession process 
embedded within a larger plan that strategically considers the needs of the organization and its 
impact of leadership on the organization. To meet the needs of the community at large, schools 
and districts must plan for leadership change in a proactive manner that is focused on the 
improvement process and is inclusive of all members. The importance of this recommendation 
was affirmed by Meyer et al. (2009) when examining the impact of principal succession on 
teacher morale.  
While examining the after-effects of principal succession through teacher and principal 
surveys of urban, suburban, and rural schools in a mid-western state, Miskel and Owens (1983) 
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concluded principal effectiveness was more visible during the pre- and post-arrival phase, noted 
as the unstable period. Although most organizations provide little coaching or support to help 
principals work through the emotional aspects of leadership succession, the renegotiation of 
established structures and changes in school policies provide the opportunity to obtain input from 
all stakeholders which promotes an inclusive process for the school improvement cycle (Miskel 
& Owens, 1983).  
Later interviews of principals and teachers conducted by Fink and Brayman (2006) 
concerning leadership transition revealed a complex process linking the way principals are 
viewed by stakeholders to sustained leadership. Lending further support to the idea of shared 
decision making through an inclusive and transparent process, the results will lend a better 
understanding in school communities for succession and increase support of the new leader (Fink 
& Brayman, 2006). Moreover, successful succession is about growing and connecting leadership 
throughout a system, realizing that principal succession affects all members of a school 
organization, and empowering the voice of all stakeholders rather than finding the right fit for 
individual needs in a “principal-centered event” (Jones & Webber, 2001). 
To further support this claim, Fauske and Ogawa (1987) discovered a succession plan 
that includes a component to allow the incoming principal to work closely with the outgoing 
principal to assure the school community of a carefully planned change supportive of the existing 
school culture. However, school districts often believe that improvement goals and professional 
growth opportunities can be achieved by the reassignment of effective principals from high 
achieving schools and the replacement of them with less experienced leaders to maintain 
progress. These rotational practices in the absence of a succession plan have the potential to 
establish a perpetual cycle in which previous gains attained by a school diminish under the 
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leadership of the newly appointed principal (Hargreaves, 2005; Hooker, 2000; Miskel & Owens, 
1983; Ogawa, 1991). A need for leadership continuity is necessary to fortify future success in the 
school reform process (Cocklin & Wilkinson, 2011; Hargreaves, 2009).   
 Examining factors associated with achieving strong levels of retention among principals, 
Peters (2011) suggested dynamic principal succession planning needs to be an integral part of a 
school’s improvement plan and part of the district’s expectations. Time to develop the skills to 
lead schools to higher levels of achievement is a required component for sustained leadership 
(Byrne-Jimenez & Orr, 2012; Jones & Webber, 2001; Norton, 2002). Since most principals play 
little to no role in the selection of their successor or in the transition process from one leader to 
another, principals rarely think about their replacement or consider the systems in place to ensure 
for a smooth transition should a change in leadership occur (Hart, 1993). 
To better understand the thoughts and perceptions of staff concerning principal 
reassignment, Hart (1988) documented personal experience focusing on staff behaviors and 
identifying variables a change in leadership creates. Recognizing the need to establish a structure 
that supports the incoming principal and concentrates on establishing relationships during the 
change process involves a thoughtful plan that could be enhanced with predecessor engagement 
which is often overlooked (Hart, 1993). Hargreaves and Fink (2006) agree that the distribution 
and development of leadership with present members will ensure successors emerge more 
readily to assume the leadership role.  
Benefits of Succession Planning 
Ease of leadership transition is not the only benefit of a quality succession plan. 
Succession planning within school districts could be used as a tool for increasing diversity (Greer 
& Virick, 2008). If the focus is on increasing representation for specific subgroups, both racial 
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and gender diversity could be considerations when identifying talent in the succession planning 
process (Greer & Virick, 2008; Madsen, 2012). According to Greer and Virick (2008), specific 
development and mentoring of leadership were necessary components of the succession planning 
process to include more diverse candidates. With the exception of retention, the process aligned 
directly with Chavez’s (2011) tenants of a quality succession plan.  
 Sustaining a positive culture and climate are also important aspects to be considered 
through succession planning, thus giving a voice to stakeholders was a logical extension (Meyer 
et al., 2009). Not only does engaging teachers in the succession planning process provide for 
distributed leadership and mitigates issues with transition between principals, the transparency 
and open communication builds trust, increasing school morale and positive school culture 
(Hargreaves, 2005; Meyer et al., 2009). While maintaining a positive culture is vital for 
continued success, Lee (2015) also contends succession planning is critical for maintaining 
school momentum. Quality succession plans are needed to continue school innovations for more 
successful schools whereas low-performing schools need succession planning to initiate the 
transformation process (Lee, 2015).  
Challenges of Succession Planning 
With talent development at the core of succession planning, Smeltzer (2002) also noted 
the purpose of preparing individuals for positions of greater responsibility despite the knowledge 
that some of the individuals would leave the organization for other opportunities. Griffith’s 
(2012) review of planning efforts specified the necessity of an open-systems approach when 
analyzing the effectiveness of a succession plan. High quality candidates need to be developed 
from within the organization simultaneous to the recruitment of top-tier candidates from external 
sources for key positions (Griffith, 2012).  
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Rural or smaller school districts generally have fewer administrative positions 
encountering additional challenges in succession planning and while mentoring is deemed 
important, the implementation was inconsistent (Zepeda et al., 2012). Geographic location of 
rural school districts poses another unique challenge to succession planning in terms of quality 
relationships with institutions of higher education. Miskel and Cosgrove (1985) affirm the 
important role of higher education in preparing individuals for administrative positions and 
analyzing the success of school programs. The uncertainty resulting from principal transition 
yielded an opportunity to examine the variation of educational practices through disequilibrium 
with the focus on negative aspects associated with change (Miskel & Cosgrove, 1985). The 
concepts associated with organizational instability resulting from executive succession are 
challenges with succession planning from the early studies of Grusky (1960).  
Although a potentially valuable source of renewal, the process of school leadership 
change may be risky and troublesome. Frequent principal changes may prove to be disruptive 
and negatively impact a school’s efficacy. Purposeful succession planning, an integral part of a 
school’s improvement plan, can allow school districts to proactively support leadership and 
continuity which can increase school effectiveness and sustainability.  
Internal Recruitment 
 Closely related to the concepts of succession planning within an organization, school 
systems are looking inward to fill vacancies through internal recruitment strategies although the 
literature suggests that recruitment strategies vary considerably in scope (Miskel & Cosgrove, 
1985; Schlueter & Walker, 2008; Winter et al., 2002). The recruitment and selection of building 
level administrators is presumed to be one of the most important tasks facing school districts 
today (Schlueter & Walker, 2008). Anderson (1991) maintains the most capable and qualified 
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candidates are often overlooked due to the disorganized nature of the process. Concentrated 
efforts to streamline and coordinate the process through a thoughtful and organized approach can 
improve the odds of hiring a quality principal (Schlueter & Walker, 2008).  
Significant factors including the complexity and prestige of the position, as well as the 
size and location of the school district, student population, benefits, and salary in comparison to 
job responsibilities can impact this variance (Winter et al., 2002; Young & Castetter, 2003). 
Lovely (2004) stressed the importance of encouraging those individuals with promise to become 
school leaders, proposing that securing effective candidates would guarantee a successful future 
for schools and students. In agreement, Goodlad (2004) also emphasized the need for school 
districts to make a concentrated effort in the identification of employees possessing leadership 
potential. A significant strategy for reducing principal turnover worth exploring is internal 
recruitment. This process of candidate identification and hiring of a teacher or assistant principal 
from within the school or district organization can often be referred to as “tapping”. 
Tapping 
The hiring challenges faced by school districts necessitate an internal inspection to tap 
into the principal pipeline. A recognition of leadership potential in teachers by current principals 
is necessary to place them on the pathway to the principalship. This informal internal recruitment 
strategy, often referred to as ‘tapping’, is when teachers are encouraged to pursue a leadership 
position within the school or district by current administrators (Farley-Ripple et al., 2010; 
Myung et al., 2011).  
Myung et al. (2011) conducted a quantitative study to examine teacher’s interest in 
pursuing the principalship through the use of “tapping” in the absence of a formal succession 
plan. Findings of this study within Miami-Dade County Public Schools suggests that teachers are 
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motivated to consider becoming a principal when tapped by their current site administrator and 
the process garners interest in school leadership which could build capacity within an 
organization (Myung et al., 2011). Through this process of providing teachers with leadership 
skills and opportunities to take on tasks connected to the work of a principal and linked to the 
organization’s vision and mission, “tapping” could yield positive results by growing the pool of 
qualified candidates.   
Although many principals “tapped” individuals based on leadership competencies, other 
principals were more likely to tap male teachers and teachers of their own race (Myung et al., 
2011). Since the impact of tapping was found to be significant with regards to a teacher’s interest 
in school leadership, Myung et al. (2011) encouraged school district leaders to explicitly define 
leadership competencies and train principals to tap individuals with those characteristics. Schmitt 
and Schechtman (1990) concluded the establishment of a system which identifies the needed 
capabilities, determining how those elements will be tapped by the selection procedures, and 
implementing that procedure fairly and objectively is key to successfully growing the principal 
applicant pool.  
When considering long-term sustainability, school organizations must consider tapping 
the best teacher leaders to create a pathway for skilled candidates willing to take on the added 
responsibilities of a school principal (Fink, 2011). Increasing the supply of successors at a time 
when teacher perceptions about the role of the principal is shifting requires careful planning 
embedded in a structured support system (Davidson & Taylor, 1999; Kim, 2010; Myung et al., 
2011; Rhodes & Brundett, 2005). Moreover, all school leaders should view leadership 
development as a critical component of their leadership role and work collectively to ensure that 
the supply of school leaders is sufficient to meet the future demands (Hartle & Thomas, 2006).   
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Often times rural school districts encounter difficulties in leadership recruitment, but 
internal recruitment can be utilized as the primary strategy for all school districts struggling to 
recruit and retain principals (Doyle & Locke, 2014; Gates et al., 2019; Gronn, 2003; Gutmore et 
al., 2009; Hargreaves et al., 2003; Montgomery, 2010; Stark-Price et al., 2006; Versland, 2013). 
According to Fink (2011) leadership shortage is the result of system policy and recruitment 
decisions that produce increased turnover. Furthermore, a focus on growing a district’s own pool 
of school principals is warranted rather than simply hiring for vacancies (Fink, 2011).  
Grow Your Own Principal Preparation Programs  
Some school districts are discovering that in order to acquire more quality candidates 
there is a need for more formalized procedures aside from the process of tapping. A “grow your 
own” approach that actively recruits internal candidates has sprung up around the country and 
they have been successful in supplying some leadership needs for local school districts (Lee & 
Keiffer, 2003; Winter et al., 2002). In cooperation with university partners, grow your own 
preparation programs aim to develop and place candidates within the same school district 
(Gutmore et al., 2009; Versland, 2013), or combine efforts between school districts and 
university strategies to build principal pipelines (Gates et al., 2019; Myung et al., 2011). This 
alternative to the traditional university preparation programs may be included in a school 
district’s strategic plan as part of their efforts to recruit and retain a talented workforce and 
ensure school district support in terms of money and personnel (Joseph, 2009; Zellner et al., 
2002).   
The literature on “grow your own” principal preparation programs is scarce although 
there are growing numbers of leadership preparation programs in large urban and suburban 
school districts around the country (Versland, 2013). Lindsay (2009) describes the Leadership 
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Pipeline Initiative which is a partnership between the College of Education at the University of 
South Carolina and local school districts. Cohorts of 25 participants were selected for school 
leadership preparation. According to Lindsay (2009), school superintendents “opt to grow their 
own leaders in part to acclimate participants to the school districts and leadership roles in the 
particular schools and communities in which they will serve” (p. 22).  
Wood, Finch, and Mirecki (2013) assert the “grow your own” approach is the number 
one method of recruiting and retaining local talent among rural school administrators. Using 
survey research with Midwest superintendents, the grow your own approach to school leadership 
was found as a solution to the challenges of geographic isolation, salary limitation, and distance 
from professional learning opportunities cited by rural school districts (Wood et al., 2013). 
Conversely, Versland (2013) found that future leaders who participated in these preparation 
programs experienced a loss of efficacy due to lack of prior leadership experiences, leader 
selection processes, and relationships with others. Candidates typically lacked knowledge and 
experience beyond their current placement and findings suggested that potential leaders should 
demonstrate skill in three areas before entering a grow your own preparation program: 1) prior 
leadership experience in a teacher leader capacity; 2) the ability to collaborate with others; and 3) 
intellectual capacity for self-reflection and critical thinking (Versland, 2013). Despite 
contradicting views of “grow your own” principal preparation programs, school districts must 
decide how to respond to the principal shortage by either training and hiring internally or seeking 
external candidates for leadership. 
The Del Rio Principals’ Academy relied on training, mentoring, and job embedded 
leadership development projects to answer recruiting and retention needs along the Mexico-
Texas border (Zellner et al., 2002). In Colorado, another program featured an intensive effort to 
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grow and nurture an internal pool of candidates who were attentive to the needs of individual 
schools as well as the school district (Vasudeva, 2009). Joseph (2009) claimed that Grow Your 
Own programs may be more effective solutions to help school districts solve their leadership 
crises due to the use of internal expertise aligned with school district goals and cost effectiveness 
of retaining talented individuals within the district. In disagreement, Orr et al. (2010) stated 
school districts that create their own preparation programs may have greater control over 
candidate competencies while also being susceptible to changing leadership and budget 
conditions citing the costly and time-consuming efforts of the programs.  
A variation of the Grow Your Own programs is to combine with individual leadership 
development plans or other succession tools. Normore (2007) described an extensive leadership 
development plan over multiple years whereby candidates received professional development 
and mentoring through the Leadership Experiences and Administrative Development (LEAD) 
program, interim assistant principal program, intern principal program, and then first year 
principal support program. Although it is an anomaly for a large urban school district, the 
process resulted in an abundant supply of leaders (Normore, 2007). Roza (2003) points out 
despite the increased efforts of some school districts to cultivate talent with Grow Your Own 
programs or partnerships with local universities, most districts still do not have long-term 
strategies for improving their candidate pools.  
While funding initiatives continue to plague most school districts, combining district 
funds with a Wallace Foundation grant provided Fairfax County, Virginia with a solution to  
begin their Learning, Empowering, Assessing, and Developing Fairfax, (LEAD) program to 
prepare internal applicants for leadership. A forecasted leadership shortage prompted the start of 
this “grow your own” model within their district with a variety of cohorts to meet specific 
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succession planning needs (Lopez, 2008). By providing a combination of university level 
coursework with certification requirements, leadership assessments, and an extensive support 
system, LEAD Fairfax is one district’s comprehensive leadership development program to 
address succession planning needs (Lopez, 2008).  
Taking a similar approach in California, the large school district of Long Beach 
developed three programs to gage interest in the principalship when faced with a projected 
principal shortage on the horizon. Different workshops designed for those individuals interested 
in assistant principal, principal, and those in need of leadership certification sought to identify 
future leaders (Olson, 2008). Another recruitment strategy designed to garner leadership interest 
employed by Boston Public Schools is a set of ten afterschool seminars called Exploring School 
Administration which serves to educate teachers while recruiting them into leadership roles 
(Takata, 2008).  
Recruitment strategies vary from district to district and are often based on needs and what 
they have to offer. In an effort to determine the principal shortage in Massachusetts, Gajda and 
Militello (2008) determined the number of educators holding principal licenses in the state was 
greater than the number needed to fill principal positions. Noting that only half of those 
educators intended to become an administrator, Gajda and Militello (2008) contend the simple 
recruitment of more people will not solve the principal pipeline issue. In contrast, specific 
internal succession strategies support the notion that internal recruitment will ensure familiarity 
with school district initiatives and school district personnel resulting in better candidate fit 
(Farley-Ripple et al., 2010; Gutmore et al., 2009; Joseph, 2009; Winter et al., 2002).  
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Benefits of Internal Recruitment 
The transition process surrounding principal succession is a complex disruption of   
school culture, organizational norms, communication structures, and work environments (Fink & 
Brayman, 2006; Hart, 1993; Sherer & Spillane, 2011; Sterrett & Irizarry, 2015). Support for 
hiring internal candidates is found throughout research on principal succession due to the 
perception of an internal candidates ability to minimize organizational transition disruptions and 
maintain leadership continuity (Carlson, 1961; Hargreaves et al., 2003; Pounder & Merrill, 
2001). As a consequence of their established history with the school district, internal candidates 
can be seen as conduit linking previous organizational practices with future efforts (Carlson, 
1961; Doyle & Locke, 2014; Fink, 2011; Hargreaves et al., 2003).  Additionally, internal 
candidates are seemingly more entrenched in the community and school culture which should 
enable them to better manage status changes within social group boundaries while maintaining 
legitimacy (Browne-Ferrigno & Allen, 2006; Hargreaves, 2005; Hargreaves et al., 2003). 
The research of Buckman et al. (2017) indicates that internal applicants are in a better 
position for advancement within their school or district than external applicants. This study of 
principals in the state of Georgia concluded many factors give a hiring advantage to internal 
candidates including the knowledge and experience specific to district protocols, culture, vision, 
and goals (Buckman et al., 2017). As a functional and more efficient practice, the identification 
of internal candidates can establish a better fit for the school district and be of particular use for 
those school systems in rural areas or with high needs students which often lack the financial 
resources needed to attract quality external candidates (Cruzeiro & Boone, 2009; Gronn, 2003; 
Stark-Price et al., 2006; Winter & Morgenthal, 2002).  
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Among the benefits to internal recruitment include informal searches and the elimination 
of costly and complex quests for candidates (Farley-Ripple et al., 2010; Myung et al., 2011). 
Furthermore, the availability of pertinent information such as performance evaluations, work 
histories, and references are valuable to selection committees (Roza, 2003) which can also lead 
to a better school placement and fit for individuals according to their strengths (Gutmore et al., 
2009; Joseph, 2009).  
The benefits of internal promotion from the candidates perspective can include the 
dismantling of leadership satisfaction and stability barriers. To combat the issues that occur with 
isolation and can lead to dissatisfaction in the workplace is the notion that internal candidates 
have strong ties to the community (Burton et al., 2010; Hom et al., 2016; Hom & Griffeth, 1995; 
Levin & Bradley, 2019; Versland, 2013). In addition, it stands to reason that internal recruits 
make a personal decision to remain within the district and therefore may be more personally 
invested in the position. By making the choice to seek promotion within an organization, it 
indicates an increased level of organization engagement (Fink & Brayman, 2006; Wenger, 
1998). 
 Finally, the transition to the principalship and change in responsibilities may be buffered 
due to the familiarity of internal candidates with role expectations (Burton et al., 2010; Mowday 
et al., 2013). The demanding role of school leadership, increased accountability pressures, lack 
of support, and school climate have all been linked to principal turnover (Levin & Bradley, 2019; 
Mitani, 2018). To offset these negative aspects of the role, Myung et al. (2011) confirmed that 
potential candidates identified by administrators were generally more prepared to take on the 
responsibilities of administration due to previous leadership experiences within the school.  
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Barriers of Internal Recruitment 
Notwithstanding research documenting the benefits of internal recruitment, other emanate 
studies demonstrate the possibility of significant barriers encountered by internally recruited 
principals. Although district support and principal mentorship has been cited throughout 
literature to improve principal satisfaction and retention (Jensen, 2014; Levin & Bradley, 2019; 
Norton, 2002; Rangel, 2018; Zellner et al., 2002), the assumption that internally recruited 
principals possess the required skills necessary to lead often results in decreased support from the 
school district (Versland, 2013). Through the process of “tapping” internal recruits may also 
have been informally chosen for their leadership positions without the benefit of a formal 
training or preparation program (Versland, 2013). Furthermore, the internal recruitment strategy 
is often used by districts with a diminished capacity to recruit quality candidates whereby those 
individuals may experience less mentorship, modeling, or network support (Cruzeiro & Boone, 
2009; Doyle & Locke, 2014).  
In addition to factors that influence principal turnover for all school leaders, internal 
candidates may also be faced with added barriers that increase job dissatisfaction. Individuals 
who take a leadership position among the peers they once taught with can face issues regarding 
internal politics and social legitimacy as the dynamics of the workplace change (Versland, 2013). 
The change in colleague relationships may create difficulties when leaders assume the duties of 
directing and possibly disciplining staff thereby causing school districts problems in internal 
recruitment (Winter et al., 2002). Versland (2013) also noted principals hired from within likely 
competed against other internal candidates for the position which can lead to internal resentment, 
issues with self-efficacy, and a breakdown of school networks. What is more, the additional 
expectations and pressures stemming from the comparison of new principals to previous 
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leadership from those within the organization can increase stress levels (Hart, 1993). In sum, 
these factors can lead to elevated feelings of insufficient support and social isolation by 
internally hired principals (Versland, 2013). 
External Recruitment 
 Overall, there is a paucity of research regarding promotion practices in the field of 
education and it is therefore necessary to look to studies within the private sector (DeVaro, 2006; 
DeVaro & Morita, 2013; Rao & Drazin, 2002). While internal promotion is defined as a move 
upward within an organization often resulting in higher rank, pay, and skill requirements, 
external promotion can be defined as the hiring of a candidate who will be entering the 
organization (i.e., school district) for the first time (Bidwell, 2011). Chan (1996) provides 
support for the hiring of external candidates affirming that on average external candidates have 
higher levels of education and experience than internal candidates. The increased human capital 
of external candidates is corroborated by DeVaro et al. (2015) in a study using Finnish employee 
data. Using this line of reasoning in the educational setting, it would benefit low performing 
schools to seek principal candidates from high performing schools outside the district.  
 Linking a barrier of internal recruitment to a potential benefit of external recruitment, the 
issues associated with the internal promotion process are not experienced by external candidates 
which can foster optimism toward a new role (Acosta, 2010). Likewise, Groysberg et al. (2008) 
discovered when high performing individuals are externally hired the short-term decrease in 
performance is reduced during the initial time period after hiring for the employee as well as the 
organization. To put this into practice, low performing organizations should hire skilled 
employees from their competitioners on the premise that it will improve underperforming 
employees within the organization (Rao & Drazin, 2002).   
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Comparing the hiring practices of athletic coaches, Roach and Dixon (2006) found 
internally promoted employees potentially hinder innovation and formation of new ideas thus 
creating a static learning environment which promotes external hiring as a best practice. In an 
educational setting, Normore (2004) conducted a study comparing leadership succession 
planning in two large Ontario school districts. The findings indicated a need for both internal and 
external promotion although both districts favored promoting internally over externally due to 
the candidates knowledge of school district culture. Likewise, both districts had existing policies 
in place for promoting only internal candidates. Despite these findings, research indicates that 
external principal candidates who possess an understanding of school culture and instructional 
practices along with successful experience in leadership have an increased likelihood of 
employment in external school districts (Doyle & Locke, 2014).   
Factors that Influence Turnover 
Many factors contribute to principal turnover with the highest rates of turnover occurring 
among principals serving in schools with low-income, minority, and low-achieving students 
(Beteille et al., 2012; Miller, 2013). Research by Boyce and Bowers (2016) disaggregates the 
influences on a principal’s decision to leave a school into three categories: 1) principal-level 
factors, 2) school-level factors, and 3) climate-level factors. More recently, a study by 
Tekleselassie and Choi (2019) which employed the same national datasets as Goldring and Taie 
(2018), explored the influence of variations in principal, school, and district characteristics on 
principal turnover. When controlling for all other characteristics in the model, the statistical 
approach identified variables with significant relationships to turnover (Tekleselassie & Choi, 
2019).  
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A growing body of research has examined the relationships between turnover and the 
principalship identifying likely determinants of turnover within the principal, school, and district 
(Donley et al., 2020). However, this primarily noncausal research has inconsistent findings 
across literature with results dependent on measures of turnover and context of the study which 
makes interpretation difficult (Rangel, 2018). Though studies vary in terms of research questions 
posed, turnover measures, and analyses employed, a wide range of factors associated with 
principal turnover have emerged as statistically significant. Thus, understanding why principals 
leave is essential to developing strategies to increase retention. The explanatory factors that will 
be discussed are principal characteristics, compensation, and school and student characteristics. 
Principal Characteristics 
The examination of how the demographic characteristics of a principal are related to 
principal turnover were found by Tekleselassie and Choi (2019) to be significant determining 
that the odds of principal turnover increased with their age and decreased with years of 
experience. Other researchers have identified several principal characteristics that are related to 
principal turnover including a principal’s gender, race, age, level of experience, and education 
(Boyce & Bowers, 2016; Donley et al., 2020; Papa, 2007; Rangel, 2018; Tekleselassie & Choi, 
2019). 
Gender  
 Several studies have analyzed the relationship between principal turnover and gender 
(Baker et al., 2010; Fuller et al., 2007; Gates et al., 2006; Rangel, 2018; Tekleselassie & Choi, 
2019). Findings were mixed across studies through the years with the effect of gender on 
principal turnover often dependent on another variable therefore yielding inconclusive results. 
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In 1996, Oberman studied Chicago Public Schools asserting that men had a higher rate of 
turnover than women. Expressly, 57% of those who left the principalship were male, while 55% 
of those who stayed were female (Oberman, 1996). A decade later, Gates et al. (2006) used 
administrative data from Illinois and North Carolina concluding that female principals turnover 
at a higher rate than their male counterparts. Additionally, several interactions were discovered. 
For example, principal gender interacted with principal age indicating that female principals at 
ages 35 to 45 were as likely in Illinois and slightly more likely in North Carolina to drop out of 
the school system compared with their male counterparts at ages 55 to 65 and female principals 
in Illinois were also more likely to remain in the public school system beyond retirement age 
(Gates et al., 2006). 
To assist in the interpretation of principal gender data, Fuller et al. (2007) explained that 
more males obtained principal certification and employment than females while studying 
administrative data in Texas. Furthermore, females were less likely to remain as principals than 
males after 5 years but more likely than males to remain after 10 years (Fuller et al., 2007). 
Similar findings in national data from 2003-2004 convey female principals were 21% less likely 
to intend to switch schools and 19%  less likely to intend to leave the principalship (Tekleselassie 
& Villarreal, 2011), and in 2008–2009, female principals continued to be less likely to leave their 
schools (Sun & Ni, 2016). Baker et al. (2010) also concluded that male principals are less likely 
to be stable in their position and more likely to turn over than females. 
To dispute these findings, Solano et al. (2010) found among Delaware principals, males 
were 20 times more likely to retire from the state public school system than females. Due to 
inconsistent findings in literature, Tekleselassie and Choi (2019) purpose principal gender is not 
      
45 
 
related to principal turnover when other variables are controlled, and Rangel (2018) concurs the 
research of principal gender in relationship to turnover is inconclusive. 
Race 
 A search of race in relation to turnover reveals a consistent association with a principal's 
race affecting the probability of leaving a school although studies appear to be dependent on the 
particular geographic context as well as the method of turnover measurement. Moreover, the 
diversity of the school system personnel in comparison to the student population of the schools 
where the principals serve is particularly important (Oberman, 1996). As principal demographics 
shift to become more accessible for minorities, turnover statistics also change. For instance, 
Oberman’s (1996) examination of principal turnover in Chicago Public Schools pointed to race, 
but found a higher turnover rate among White principals between 1992 and 1994 than principals 
of other races and noted the increase in the hiring of minority principals from previous years. 
Although principal turnover is higher in schools with increased minority student 
populations, Gates et al. (2006) found that by studying principal race in conjunction with the 
school’s demographic composition, principals who are the same race as the largest racial group 
are less likely to switch schools or leave. This finding may suggest that schools that serve large 
portions of minority students might improve their leadership stability by hiring minority 
principals (Gates et al., 2006).  
Even so, a utilization of principal data in Missouri established minority principals are 
more likely to be unstable in their positions (Baker et al., 2010) and similar findings in the 
Miami-Dade County Public Schools depicted a higher turnover rate with less stability for 
minority principals (Loeb et al., 2010). Specifically, it was determined that minority principals 
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(i.e., African American, Hispanic) leave at a 4% higher rate than White principals (Loeb et al., 
2010). 
Also in Delaware, African American principals were less likely than White principals to 
move to a position within the same district (Solano et al., 2010) whereas in Texas, White 
principals were 50% as likely as principals of other races to still be in the principalship after 5 
years (Fuller et al., 2007). Most notably, White principals were almost 60% more likely than 
principals of other races to leave the principalship and become a superintendent (Fuller et al., 
2007). Nationally, an examination of principal’s intentions indicated that minority principals 
were more likely to leave the principalship all together as compared with White principals 
(Tekleselassie & Villarreal, 2011). 
Age   
For obvious reasons, the age of principals in public schools has been linked to turnover 
mostly due to the natural progression of retirement in older principals. Although research on the 
effects of age on turnover have been inconsistent, some studies “suggests that the relationship is 
nonlinear, such that younger and older principals were more likely than middle-aged principals 
to change schools or positions” (Rangel, 2018, p. 100). Namely, a study of Texas principals 
ascertained that between the ages of 35 and 55 principal tenures were shorter than those in the 
middle age group (Fuller & Young, 2009.) 
Research on principal retention among individual states has indicated that the age of first-
time principals has increased, with the most common age of first-time principals increasing from 
44 to 53 years of age among New York principals in 2000 (Papa & Baxter, 2005). Later, Papa 
(2007) discovered principals in New York over the age of 46 were more likely to be retained. 
Conversely, principals in Texas younger than the age of 46 were more likely to stay after 10 
      
47 
 
years and less likely to have exited the school system, while older principals were less likely to 
remain in the same position for more than 3 years (Fuller et al., 2007).  
Similar findings from Tekleselassie and Villarreal (2011) as well as DeAngelis and White 
(2011) indicate the likelihood of older principals to switch schools increased with age and 
outweighed the likelihood of younger principals to leave the principalship all together. 
Predictably, Solano et al. (2010) posited older principals were 65% more likely than younger 
principals to leave and retire. In concordance, a nationally representative sample suggests 
principals older than 50 years old were more likely to have left their position (Sun & Ni, 2016). 
On the other hand, Loeb et al. (2010) identified experience to be a key factor documenting that 
older principals along with new principals with increased levels of experience are more likely to 
remain. 
Experience  
It stands to reason as principals gain experience and develop their skills they become 
more proficient at their duties gaining the confidence needed to remain in the position. Some 
studies corroborate this connection between principal experience and retention. Tran and 
Buckman (2017) investigated principals in Wisconsin documenting that high school principals 
with more experience were less likely to change schools. Correspondingly, more experienced 
principals in three Midwestern states (i.e., Iowa, Minnesota, and Wisconsin),were slightly less 
likely to move within the states on an annual basis (Podgursky et al., 2016) and principals with 
experience demonstrated decreased intentions of changing schools (Tekleselassie & Villarreal, 
2011). As a side note, Tekleselassie and Villarreal (2011) did not find that experience was a 
significant predictor of a principals’ intention to leave the principalship all together. 
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         In other studies, the relationship between principal experience and turnover has proven 
inconsistent. DeAngelis and White (2011) determined that the probability of a principal leaving 
the state educational system of Illinois was not related to experience and although the 
relationship was weak, they were 3% less likely to change schools or positions. Upon further 
analysis, specifics regarding the type of move and year of occurrence were deemed important to 
the effects of principal experience (DeAngelis & White, 2011). More specifically, principals 
with 4 years of experience were more likely to move both within district and outside the district, 
change positions, and leave the Illinois public school system all together than first year principals 
(DeAngelis & White, 2011). 
         At first glance, experienced principals in Missouri appeared to be almost three times as 
likely to stay in the same position compared with principals who had less total experience (Baker 
et al., 2010).  However upon further examination, Baker et al. (2010) noticed a decline in the risk 
of a first move as principal experience increased, while the risk of principal exits from the 
system increased. Contradicting results from a North Carolina study conveyed that principals 
with more experience were 29% less likely to leave the system all together, but were 14% more 
likely to change schools (Gates et al., 2006). It should be considered that as principals gain 
experience they are offered more opportunities for advancement outside their school or district. 
In some cases, school systems may transfer more experienced principals to schools where they 
are needed within the district. 
The type of experience has proven to be a factor in other studies. Ni et al. (2015) utilized 
a nationally representative sample of principals proposing principals equipped with 
administrative experience were more likely to leave the profession, whereas principals with 
teaching experience were less likely to turnover (Ni et al., 2015). With each additional year of 
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teaching experience, the odds increased that a principal would be moved to another school within 
the Delaware school systems (Solano et al., 2010). Both teaching experience and administrative 
experience were factors influencing the likelihood of changing schools, moving to other districts 
or the central office, and retiring from public education (Solano et al., 2010). Donley et al. 
(2020) postulates that stable, veteran principals bring higher levels of skills and knowledge to the 
position and others may remain due to lack of attractive career options. 
Education  
 Scant evidence supports the relationship between a principal’s education and turnover. 
Principals who obtain doctoral degrees were found to be more likely to leave their schools as 
compared to principals with a master’s or bachelor’s degrees (Tekleselassie & Villarreal, 2011). 
Baker et al. (2010) contends both doctoral degrees as well as bachelor’s degrees from 
competitive institutions increased the likelihood of principals to leave the system although 
education levels were not significant predictors of first or second moves. Studies by Gates et al. 
(2006) and Ni et al. (2015) challenge the impact of education reporting lower turnover rates for 
principals with master’s degrees in Illinois and Utah respectively. 
Compensation 
  There are a number of conditions that can influence a principal’s decision with regards to 
employment including the complexity of the job, school climate, job satisfaction, level of 
effectiveness, and salary. (Levin & Bradley, 2019). No common definition has been established 
for “principal working conditions” (Fuller et al., 2015) although a variety of issues represent 
working conditions in research. For example, the relationship between job stress, school climate, 
job satisfaction, and compensation to principal turnover have been assessed though these 
working conditions can be subject to policy influences rather than principal or student 
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characteristics, or school contexts (Yan, 2020). Papa (2005) also contributes the demands of the 
job, responsibilities, and salary to reasons for principal turnover. Likewise, the research of 
Pounder and Merrill (2001) and Pijanowski et al. (2009) attribute insufficient compensation, 
stress, and time required to fulfill responsibilities as deterrents to remaining in the role of 
principal. 
Principal salary 
Principal’s salary is likely the most researched topic related to job stability. Although the 
experimentation with performance pay for principals has begun across the country, there is little 
data and principal compensation continues to be largely based on factors such as experience and 
education level, and the size and type of the school (Goldhaber et al., 2007). Additionally, states 
have recently focused on increasing teacher salaries creating a small differential in veteran 
teacher pay and school principal pay in spite of the disproportionate responsibilities and 
accountability (Doyle & Locke, 2014; Goldhaber et al., 2007). Not unlike teachers, principals are 
also influenced by compensation and in order to retain principals the monetary benefits should 
balance the additional time commitments and stress of being a principal (Fuller & Young, 2009). 
 A Colorado study suggesting that schools can raise student achievement by attracting 
better leadership through higher salaries, found a positive, causal link between principal salaries 
and student achievement, particularly in math (Carlson & Johnson, 2010).  On the other hand, 
Papa and Baxter (2005) found that the salary of principals may be a deterrent to applicants as the 
salaries of experienced principals are less than the salaries of experienced teachers when 
adjusting for the months worked in the summer.  In a later study of New York Public Schools 
administrative data, salary emerged as a factor for principal turnover (Papa, 2007). Specifically, 
a $1,000 increase in salary was related to 8% increase in the likelihood of a principal making a 
      
51 
 
move to a new school district and a 12% increase in the likelihood of an intradistrict move (Papa, 
2007).  
A study of principal turnover in Texas discovered principals who moved to a new school 
experienced an increase in their salaries at an average of 3.8%, and by switching to a new district 
the average increase rose to 5.9% (Cullen & Mazzeo, 2008). A later study in Texas indicated that 
two thirds of principals believed their salary was less than what it should be noting the size of the 
districts determining the scale of salaries with larger districts offering the highest compensation 
(Fuller et al., 2015). Moreover, in large part female principals were paid less than male principals 
due to the increased number of females occupying the elementary principal role, which is paid 
less than middle and high school principal positions (Fuller et al., 2015).   
While studying principal moves in Missouri, Baker et al. (2010) produced similar results 
determining the higher the salary, the more stable the principal. By exploring the salary changes 
experienced when principals move to a new school, a 5% average salary increase was recorded 
(Baker et al., 2010). This finding parallels the Cullen and Mazzeo (2008) finding for principals in 
Texas, suggesting that principals can leverage school changes to increase their salaries. 
However, not all research has found a relationship between different kinds of principal turnover 
when controlling for salary and the relationship is dependent on the method of turnover 
measurement (Ni et al., 2015). For example, Solano et al. (2010) argued that salary was not a 
significant predictor of principal tenure in the same school or in the public school system unlike 
the Baker et al. (2010) study. Nevertheless, salary was a significant predictor of the different 
career decisions principals made whether intradistrict, interdistrict or to a position at the central 
office (Solano et al., 2010). Another relationship between salary and turnover within a nationally 
representative sample of principals was found to impact principals’ intentions of switching 
      
52 
 
schools and leaving the profession, reducing the likelihood by 13% with a $10,000 increase in 
salary (Tekleselassie & Villarreal, 2011).  
A more recent study of elementary school principals in Wisconsin attributed higher 
salaries to the explanation of principals’ interdistrict moves (Tran & Buckman, 2017). Tran and 
Buckman (2017) reported principals move to jobs with higher salaries outside their district or to 
schools with lower populations of students in poverty or classified as low-achieving, associating 
the move to another district with a salary increase of $3,187.42. When taking into account the 
principal's satisfaction, the relationship between turnover and salary is more complex. Tran and 
Buckman’s (2017) interest in principals’ pay satisfaction with their salaries was related to the 
relative salary of surrounding principals in their own and neighboring districts identifying that 
those principals more satisfied with their pay were less likely to exhibit resignation intentions. In 
contrast, the study by Boyce and Bowers (2016) had a different focus hypothesizing that for 
those principals who were both satisfied and left their job, salary was not likely associated with 
their decision to leave their position suggesting the value in considering complexities related to 
the conditions surrounding principals who turnover.  
According to a national study, a principal’s salary may serve to represent other attributes 
(i.e., skills, experience) that make the principal desirable to other employers and noticeable for 
other positions (Tekleselassie & Choi, 2019). Yan (2020) controlled for principal characteristics 
and school context recognizing for every unit increase in salary the risk of moving to another 
school declined by 53%. However, similar findings consistent with Tekleselassie and Choi 
(2019) also controlled for working condition variables suggesting these factors (i.e., job benefits, 
non-monetary working conditions) may serve to moderate the influence of salary on principal 
turnover (Yan, 2020). Despite this knowledge, the fact remains that salaries are important to 
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principals when choosing career moves and in deciding whether to remain in a position. Lower 
salaries that are not competitive with other professional occupations and do not adequately 
compensate principals for the work demands, lead to higher rates of principal departure (Levin & 
Bradley, 2019). 
School and Student Characteristics 
Over and above principal demographics, school characteristics where principals work 
have been analyzed as they relate to principal mobility and turnover. Focusing on the 
relationship between principal turnover and specific school and student characteristics highlights 
the negative consequences of principal turnover particularly in schools with high concentrations 
of poverty and minority students in addition to failing schools where the leadership turnover rate 
is one third higher (Beteille et al., 2012). Research points to several school and student 
characteristics as significant predictors of principal turnover. School and student level factors 
supported by the research of others include school performance, school level and size, student 
achievement, and student socioeconomic status. 
School Performance 
         Research findings are consistent over various regions of the United States suggesting that 
lower academic performance is associated with higher principal turnover (Burkhauser et al., 
2012; DeAngelis & White, 2011; Fuller & Young, 2009; Loeb et al., 2010). Studies of Texas 
principals yielded results equating a 3.4 % increase in turnover with 1 standard deviation fall in a 
school’s pass rate and consequently principals were more likely to leave schools categorized by 
the state system as “acceptable” or “low-performing” (Cullen & Mazzeo, 2008). Although 
different retention measures (i.e., descriptive analysis, logistic regression) were employed in 
2007 and 2009, similar results in Texas indicated principals in higher performing schools were 
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approximately 20% more likely to remain at the same school over a 3-year period than principals 
in low performing schools (Fuller & Young, 2009; Fuller et al., 2007). 
         Student math scores have been linked to principal turnover in the states of Delaware, 
Utah, and Ohio. Delaware principals were approximately 10% less likely to transition to a central 
office position if their school reported higher math performance and the increase in a principal’s 
tenure had a correlation with the increase in school math scores (Solano et al., 2010). Likewise, 
the increase in math scores was related to principals staying at a particular school as well as in 
the school systems of Utah (Ni et al., 2015) and Partlow (2007) further supported this with 
research of Ohio elementary schools noting that a decline in math scores within a particular 
school related to an increase in principal turnover in the same setting.  The New Leaders 
program also conducted a study connecting student math scores to principal retention with 
interesting results (Burkhauser et al., 2012). Principals were less likely to leave after one year if 
their school had made math gains although measures of school performance did not appear to be 
related to departure after 2 years suggesting survival of the first year in the principalship is 
significant (Burkhauser et al., 2012). 
         Other research studies regarding school performance and principal turnover have led to 
similar findings. Namely, Loeb et al. (2010) used data from the Miami Dade Public Schools to 
track principal movement to schools within the district with fewer low-achieving students or out 
of the district depending on the student achievement level at the initial placement. In other 
words, principals transfer to schools with higher student achievement or out of the principalship 
if their current school had scores in the bottom quartile in mathematics and reading (Loeb et al., 
2010). To further this research, Beteille et al. (2012) discovered principals in the Miami Dade 
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Public Schools preferred schools with fewer low performing students when compared with the 
schools to which they were assigned. 
Adding to the numerous studies previously discussed and exploring specific types of 
principal moves (i.e., intradistrict, interdistrict, intrastate), De Angelis and White (2011) found 
principals in Illinois public schools were 28% less likely to move to a new district and 19% less 
likely to leave the field of education with higher mean school achievement scores. Principals in 
Minnesota and Wisconsin exhibited a decreased likelihood of an intrastate movement as 
achievement increased with the trend of retention continuing after 5 years of evidenced higher 
performance (Podgursky et al., 2016). Moreover, Tran and Buckman (2017) correlated the 
interdistrict moves of Wisconsin principals to lower reading scores. As Tekleselassie and Choi 
(2019) concluded, when schools meet achievement goals (i.e., adequate yearly progress) the 
chances of principal turnover are reduced by 40%. 
School Level and Size 
Several studies assert that principal turnover is related to both school level and size 
(Baker et al., 2010; Fuller et al., 2007; Gates et al., 2006; Ni et al., 2015; Tekleselassie & Choi, 
2019). Although the evidence is inconsistent, school level (i.e., elementary, middle, high) 
appears to matter. Secondary school principals in Texas were 32% less likely to have left the 
principalship 10 years after certification while elementary school principals were 52% more 
likely than other principals to remain at the same school during a 3-year period (Fuller et al., 
2007). In contrast, middle school principals were 48% more likely to be the least stable although 
they were approximately 30% less likely to leave the system as compared to elementary school 
principals (Baker et al., 2010). The 8 year study by Baker et al. (2010) in Missouri revealed high 
school principals were 2.5 times as likely to make a second move during the time period 
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examined while Ni et al. (2015) also discovered high school principals were 1.66 times more 
likely to change positions in comparison to elementary school principals in Utah. Examining 
principals of combined schools (e.g., schools with merged elementary and middle levels) 
nationally, Taie and Goldring (2017) contend principals of these schools are 3 times more likely 
to leave than principals of elementary schools. However, upon further investigation the data 
revealed a lower level of salary and increased complexity of the job role for these principals 
which may contribute to their higher propensity to turnover (Taie & Goldring, 2017). 
Evidence supporting the significance of school size as a predictor of principal turnover is 
more substantial (Tekleselassie & Choi, 2019). Overall, findings consistent with research studies 
suggest that principals are less likely to leave larger schools (Gates et al., 2006; Podgursky et al., 
2016; Tekleselassie & Villarreal, 2011). In both Illinois and North Carolina, an analysis of 
administrative data disclosed as school size increased the likelihood a principal would change 
schools, positions, or leave the public education system also declined (Gates et al., 2006). 
Similar findings in various other regions of the United States were uncovered by Baker et 
al. (2010), Papa (2007), and Podgursky et al. (2016) all corroborating the claim that principals at 
larger schools were more stable and less likely to turnover or exit the system. Other typical 
characteristics of larger school settings such as higher principal salaries and additional 
administrative staff are worth noting as those factors could offset the increased workload of 
leading a large school (Papa et al., 2002; Taie & Goldring, 2017).  
Student Characteristics 
 Research on student poverty and achievement is replete with evidence maintaining a 
large number of economically disadvantaged students, students of color, and underperforming 
students attend schools that have greater principal turnover in comparison to their more affluent 
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peers (Beteille et al., 2012; Fuller & Young, 2009; Gates et al., 2006; Loeb et al., 2010; Papa, 
2007). The increased levels of principal turnover in schools with greater proportions of students 
of color, living in poverty, limited English-proficient or exhibiting lower academic achievement 
is consistent with other research suggesting that these schools are more difficult to staff and 
considered less desirable (Gates et al., 2006; Papa, 2007). Although there are some studies where 
the racial and socioeconomic makeup of a principal’s school were controlled for and not 
determined to be statistically significant predictors of turnover, the evidence on student 
socioeconomic status and race/ethnicity is somewhat consistent: Principals are more likely to 
leave schools with higher proportions of minority and low-income students.  
 Data analysis from the Schools and Staffing Survey of 2007-2008 and the following 
year’s Principal Follow-Up Survey indicate that principals were more likely to leave schools that 
served minority students and established the impact of student demographics on the stability of 
principals (Sun & Ni, 2016). In both North Carolina and Illinois, Gates et al. (2006) documented 
this increased turnover citing each percentage point increase of minority students was related to a 
28% increased probability of principals changing schools and a 52% increase in the probability 
of changing positions in Illinois. Even greater, for every 1-point increase in the percent of 
minority students the probability that a principal will change schools was 97% with a 2.6 times 
increase in the probability a principal will change positions in North Carolina. This notably large 
effect was moderated by the principal’s own race indicating if the principal’s  race matched the 
majority of students in the school the probability of leaving the system decreased by 25%, and 
the risk of changing schools was 13% lower (Gates et al., 2006).  
 Similarly, a study utilizing administrative data in the Miami-Dade Public School District 
of Florida found that principal turnover rates are highest in low-achieving schools, schools that 
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have a high concentration of students receiving free and reduced lunch, and schools with 
increased populations of minority students reporting that principals were 51% more likely to 
leave schools that had large low-income, Latino, and African American student populations 
(Loeb et al., 2010). In fact, principal survey results revealed principals prefer schools with fewer 
low income and minority students arguing schools with higher populations often have negative 
school climates and are more likely to face state and federal accountability sanctions (Beteille et 
al., 2012; Loeb et al., 2010). Additionally, principals serving high-poverty and high minority 
schools were also more likely to leave in the middle of the year being replaced by interim 
principals who also tend to transfer to different schools relatively quickly (Loeb et al., 2010).  
 Other analysis suggesting this cycle of turnover in under achieving schools indicates 
when principals move from their first school, they move into schools with significantly less 
poverty confirming that poorer schools also take the brunt of principal inexperience (Clotfelter et 
al., 2007). Principals in low-achieving schools have principals with 2.2 years of experience on 
average, and principals in higher-achieving schools have principals with 3.6 years of experience 
(Loeb et al., 2010). Branch et al. (2013) found that in Texas schools with a higher percentage of 
low income students are more likely to have a first-year principal, while schools in the top 
quartile of income and achievement are 50% more likely to have a principal with 6 or more years 
of experience. Moreover, other studies have uncovered the same trends of principal turnover in 
relationship to the student characteristics of socioeconomic status, ethnicity, and achievement 
(Baker et al., 2010; Branch et al., 2008; DeAngelis & White, 2011; Papa, 2007; Podgursky et al., 
2016; Yan, 2020). 
 A final student characteristic that some studies have linked to principal turnover is the 
percentage of students qualifying for special education services. An analysis of Delaware 
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principals determined principals were 26% more likely to switch schools in the same district and 
70% more likely to move to the central office for every percentage point increase in special 
education students on their campus (Solano et al., 2010). In Utah, a weaker effect was present 
with principals serving larger special education student populations 3% more likely to change 
schools than those at schools with smaller special education populations (Ni et al., 2015). 
 Unfortunately, when less experienced principals are assigned to schools with these 
student characteristics (i.e., high poverty, low achievement), they depart to move to more 
desirable schools which continually results in poorer schools staffed by principals with less 
experience (Beteille et al., 2012; Clotfelter et al., 2007). Thus, the frequent principal turnover 
disables specific groups of students with the highest needs from benefiting from stable leadership 
(Beteille et al., 2012). 
Theoretical and Conceptual Framework   
The following theoretical and conceptual frameworks were utilized to explicate the 
relationship between district practices of promoting first-time principals (i.e., internal promotion 
vs. external promotion) and principal retention. Theories related to human resource development 
have shaped the hiring process within organizations and therefore will serve to underpin the 
conceptual framework for this study. In addition to employee retention, the theories highlighted 
in this section have been used in previous research to further explain other employee outcomes 
such as job satisfaction as well as employee productivity. As such, the proposed conceptual 
model, built from a multifaceted theoretical foundation, should assist in explaining why or to 
what extent promotion type (i.e., internal or external) influences principal retention. 
Theoretical Framework 
To build a foundation for the further understanding of potential benefits and challenges to 
the selection processes of school principals, the following three theories were utilized to 
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synthesize and explain the linkages between internal and external promotion and principal 
retention: 1) Human Capital Theory (Becker, 1964); 2) Tournament Theory (Lazear & Rosen, 
1981); and 3) Organizational Commitment Theory (Meyer & Allen, 1997). Each of these human 
resource development theories are interrelated and provide guidance to explore determinants of 
organizational performance. These existing theories serve as a theoretical framework for this 
study and assist in providing the reader with an understanding of the critical components of 
organizational performance through the hiring process of school principals.  
Human Capital Theory 
The beginnings of human capital thought can be traced as far back as 1776 when Adam 
Smith wrote The Wealth of Nations and his initial thoughts would later be formulated into the 
science of human capital (Fitzsimons, 1999). Subsequently, leading economic scholars, Becker 
and Schultz, pioneered the development of human capital (Nafukho et al., 2004). Because of the 
influence of studies regarding the acquisition of wealth through acquired knowledge from formal 
education, on-the-job training, and other informal means (e.g., learning from peers, experiences, 
observations) throughout the 1950s and 1960s, scholars to focus on the residual components of 
human capital (Zula & Chermack, 2007). 
Schultz defined human capital theory as "the knowledge and skills that people acquire 
through education and training as being a form of capital, and this capital is a product of 
deliberate investment that yields returns" (Nafukho et al., 2004, p. 11). Likewise, Nafukho et al. 
(2004) defines Becker’s theory of human capital as: 
a form of investment by individuals in education up to the point where the returns in extra 
income are equal to the costs of participating in education. Returns are both private to the 
individual in the form of additional income and to the general society in the form of greater 
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productivity provided by the educated. (p. 11) 
The definitions of human capital theory encompass similar important themes connecting an 
individual’s professional growth with a positive impact on productivity and wages.  
According to Becker (1993), the importance of three types of investments in education 
and training are the most influential investments in human capital and are directly related to rate 
of return. The three types of training or knowledge specified by Becker are: (1) on-the-job 
training (i.e., acquisition of new skills while perfecting others on the job); (2) schooling (i.e., a 
specialized training institution); and (3) other knowledge (i.e., any other information that a 
person obtains to increase their command of their economic situation). 
On the job training can be disaggregated into two different types (i.e., general training 
and specific training). Becker (1992) asserts, the distinction between general and specific 
training is one of the most significant theoretical concepts in human capital analysis. Specific 
skills, as defined by Becker, are those skills relevant only to the particular organization where 
they are developed and cannot be easily transferred if individuals change organizations. In 
contrast, Becker indicates that general skills represent proficiencies that are relevant to various 
jobs and organizations and thus are transferable from one organization to another.  This 
distinction helps explain why workers with highly specific skills are less likely to turnover and 
are the last to be laid off during business downturns. It also explains why most promotions are 
made from within a firm rather than through hiring (Becker, 1992). This rationale establishes the 
need for organizations to provide highly specific training to their employees with the predicted 
outcomes of higher productivity and higher wages for the employee. The graphic model below 
depicts the Human Capital Theory and illustrates the connections between the inputs of the 
organization and positive outcomes. 
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Model of Human Capital Theory and the Associated Investments or 
Inputs and the Associated Return on Investment or Outputs 
  
 Figure 1: Model of Human Capital Theory (Zula & Chermack, 2007, p.250). 
 A study of financial service employees found that internal hires were promoted at a 
slower rate than external hires and received lower starting salaries (Bidwell, 2011). Bidwell used 
Becker’s theory of human capital to understand employee differences in wages, mobility, and 
performance, finding that internal hires received higher performance ratings with lower turnover 
rates. Examining the routes of job promotion (e.g., internal mobility, external hiring) proposed 
external hires will be paid more, have stronger observable indicators of experience and 
education, as well as have higher exit rates (Bidwell, 2011).   
In contrast to previous research with line employees by Bidwell (2011), DeOrthentiis et 
al. (2018) focused on managers from retail organizations due to their perceived value as an 
employee attributed to contributions of organizational effectiveness and climate shaping. 
Although the focus of this study shifted to employees in a managerial role, similar results using 
Human Capital Theory as a predictor suggested that internal hires outperform external hires for 
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less money while demonstrating higher performance on organization specific criteria (i.e., 
customer service) (DeOrthentiis et al., 2018). 
In relationship to the field of education, the utilization of human capital variables (e.g., 
experience, education) determines an educators’ salary (Tran & Buckman, 2017). Furthermore, 
internal candidates receive professional learning and training specific to their school 
environment. Buckman et al. (2017) further contend internal applicants are better positioned for 
advancement opportunities than their external counterparts through experiences aligned to the 
mission and vision of the school district. In a study conducted with principals in the state of 
Georgia, findings indicated a positive relationship between internal promotion and employability 
(i.e., a rating captured by dividing the number of job offers by the number of jobs applied for) as 
well as a negative impact in regards to state educational leadership policy (Buckman et al., 
2017).  
Although organization specific skills appear to benefit internal applicants, the human 
capital of external candidates may be equally appealing to hiring entities.  DeVaro et al. (2015) 
found higher levels of human capital (e.g., experience, education) in external candidates. 
Reasonably, the increased human capital of external candidates could be due in large part to the 
strategic recruitment of highly qualified individuals. Regardless of the internal or external 
characteristic, human capital has been used to identify an individual’s potential performance 
within an organization (Becker, 1964). Additionally, human capital variables (i.e., education, 
salary, training, experience) can be used to identify and recruit candidates. 
Tournament Theory 
Economists Lazear and Rosen (1981) developed the Tournament Theory proposing a 
payment scheme based on the rank order of workers’ outputs by which wage differences are 
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based not on meeting organizational productivity margins, but instead upon relative differences 
between the outputs of individuals. Tournament theory proposes that when an organization 
insufficiently monitors its employees' behaviors such that it lacks comprehensive information 
regarding employees' skills and abilities, it is effective to administer a competition of career 
advancement based on the indication of their exhibited abilities (Lazear & Rosen, 1981). By 
recognizing the rewards presented to the winners in terms of positions (e.g., principalship) and 
wage increases (i.e., supplements), tournament participants will work diligently in pursuit of the 
prizes. Expressly, the winnings from a career competition and the resulting wage differences 
between the promoted and non-promoted employees provide incentives to work hard and 
perform well. Likewise, Coffey and Maloney (2010) maintain the “thrill of victory” matters to 
contestants (i.e., workers within the “tournament”) and produce increased effort. These authors 
find that contestants appear to put forth their best effort when they perceive they have a 
reasonable chance of winning.  
 Notably, the prize is optimal when it maximizes the productive output of the tournament 
(Lazear & Rosen, 1981). If the prize spread (e.g., the difference between pre and post promotion 
salaries) is modest, contestants are not motivated to compete so that the total productive output 
of the tournament drops. A prize spread that is too high can also be detrimental because it 
induces so much effort that contestants must be broadly compensated, again reducing tournament 
efficiency (Connelly et al., 2014). Tournament design, therefore, involves strategically choosing 
optimal prize spreads that maximize productive output of the tournament. 
Testing for several aspects of Tournament Theory on a large dataset of managers from a 
major Danish consulting firm, Eriksson (1999) discovered a stable convex relationship between 
pay and job levels. Moreover, the larger the number of managers considered to have significant 
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responsibilities in the firm, the larger the wage spread. Thus, Eriksson (1999) contends there is a 
positive relationship between the number of participants and the prize of the tournament with 
managerial pay differentials providing useful incentives to improve corporate performance. 
Conyon et al. (2001) had similar findings in a study testing the implications of 
tournament theory using data on stock market companies in the United Kingdom. Evidence of a 
convex relationship between executive pay and organizational level were identified in addition to 
a positive relationship between the gap in CEO pay and other board executives (i.e., tournament 
prize) and the number of participants in the tournament (Conyon et al., 2001).  
Buckman and Tran (2018) applied the Tournament Theory developed by Lazear and 
Rosen (1981) to a study examining the relationship of principal selection practices on student 
achievement. Hiring type was not found to be statistically significant which could be attributed 
to the small sample size (e.g., 15 principals) of the study and therefore produced difficulty 
exploring the internal tournament within the organization (Buckman & Tran, 2018). 
Key insights from Lazear and Rosen’s (1981) study are the effectiveness of these 
incentives (i.e. increased salary, promotions) depend on the presence of job security and by 
appropriately choosing the wage spread. Promotions act as a long term incentives for those with 
a stable employment relationship with their organization. Conversely, salary increases act as a 
short term incentive when employment relationships are uncertain. As a result, management 
scholars have found Tournament Theory useful for describing behavior when reward structures 
are based on relative rank rather than absolute levels of output (Connelly et al., 2014). 
Organizational Commitment Theory 
Meyer and Allen (1997) defined organizational commitment as an employee’s level of 
dedication and psychological attachment to an organization. Undoubtedly this level of 
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commitment would lead to employee retention and it is the central theory in the framework. One 
of the first attempts to conceptualize organizational commitment stemmed from Howard 
Becker’s (1960) side-bet theory. According to Becker’s (1960) theory, employees are committed 
to an organization because they have hidden investments, or “side-bets,” in the organization. 
Specifically, people are committed to the organization because they have financial motivation to 
remain in the organization. If an employee left the organization, their “side-bets” would be lost. 
Becker (1960) argued that over time costs or “side-bets” would accumulate which would 
make it difficult to remove oneself from an organization. Eventually, the study of organizational 
commitment moved away from solely emphasizing Becker’s (1960) side-bet theory. Instead, 
organizational commitment scholarship began examining the psychological attachment 
individuals felt towards an organization (Weibo et al., 2010). In other words, employee retention 
was not solely based on economic factors. Rather, affective influence played as much, if not 
more, of a role in organizational commitment than economic influences. Affective influence, as a 
component of organizational commitment, can be defined as attachment to and involvement in 
the work organization or positive feelings of identification with the organization (Meyer & 
Allen, 1984). 
This shift in organizational commitment research was advocated by Porter et al. (1974). 
Porter et al. (1974) defined organizational commitment as “...the individual’s identification with 
and involvement in a particular organization” (p. 604) and further asserted that an individual’s 
involvement and identification with the organization is exemplified by the following: a) “a 
strong belief in and acceptance of the organization’s goals and values, b) a willingness to exert 
considerable effort on behalf of the organization, and c) a definite desire to maintain 
organizational membership” (p. 604).  
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Mowday et al. (1979) developed a model of employee–organization linkages in which 
they described the actors as employees or the persons within organizations that carry out 
organizational activities. These organizational actors include managers, supervisors, and leaders. 
Admittedly, individuals make free choices about relationships (i.e., work, family, friends) and 
thereby about how much cost (i.e., time, work environment) they are willing to endure given the 
reward they expect. Recognizing those personal relationship choices, Mowday et al. (1979) 
noted the growing concerns of organizations regarding causes and solutions for reduced 
employee commitment and increased turnover. Organizations are focused on increasing the 
linkages between the organization and employees with the goal of retaining talent and reduction 
in turnover.  
Organizational commitment scholarship further evolved with the work of Meyer and 
Allen (1984, 1991). By creating a three-component model of organizational commitment, Meyer 
and Allen (1984, 1991) argued that Becker’s (1960) side-bet theory and the affective 
commitment models by Porter et al. (1974) did not fully or accurately measure organizational 
commitment. Meyer and Allen’s (1991, 1996, 1997) model contains three scales of commitment: 
a) affective commitment, b) normative commitment, and c) continuance commitment.  
The affective commitment scale was used to characterize positive feelings of 
identification with an organization and the normative commitment scale was used to determine 
why people felt obligated to remain employed in an organization. Similar to Becker’s (1960) 
side-bet theory, the continuance commitment is associated with employee’s commitment to their 
organization based on the costs associated with leaving the organization (Weibo et al., 2010). 
This model of affective commitment, normative commitment, and continuance commitment 
suggests employees with high levels of affective commitment remain in the organization because 
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they want to, those with normative commitment remain in an organization because they ought to, 
and employees experiencing continuance commitment remain in an organization because they 
need to.  
 Commitment can be measured by the degree to which an employee identifies with the 
goals and values of the organization as well as the effort that an employee is willing to devote to 
achieve the goals of the organization. Researchers who study organizational commitment have 
argued that good work life quality and high productivity can be “accomplished if top 
management values employees as individuals and treats them as assets rather than expenses” 
(Koys, 1988, p.58). Moreover, organizational commitment, especially as it pertains to school 
settings, is the commitment to a school.  
Implications of Theories on Principal Retention  
Human Capital Theory, Tournament Theory, and Organizational Commitment Theory all 
offer insight into increasing principal retention. By building internal human capital through 
professional learning opportunities specific to a school district’s educational initiatives, 
opportunities are provided for internal candidates to develop specific skills decreasing turnover 
and increasing successful outcomes (Hatch & Dyer, 2004). Furthermore, Tournament Theory 
motivates a broader base of employees to strive for promotion rather than focusing on a single 
individual thus emphasizing extrinsic motivations promoting competition among participants 
(Connelly et al., 2014). It is therefore critical to examine the theory of Organizational 
Commitment which addresses the socialized aspects of employee loyalty. While Sow (2006) 
maintains a level of organizational commitment is needed for survival in any organization, strong 
organizational commitment is imperative for producing successful outcomes in educational 
settings. Figure 2 depicts the interconnectedness of these theories built around the human 
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resources process which all lead to obtaining employment. 
 
Figure 2. Graphical Representation of Theoretical Framework 
Conceptual Framework 
The conceptual framework proposed for this study helps substantiate the topic of 
principal promotion and affirm its importance within principal retention research. By utilizing a 
conceptual framework that emerges from aspects of Human Capital Theory (Becker, 1964), 
Tournament Theory (Lazear & Rosen, 1981), and Organizational Commitment Theory (Meyer & 
Allen, 1997), the promotion process of school principals is explored. Research continues to posit 
that school leaders play a pivotal role in increasing student achievement and principal tenure 
must improve to close the achievement gap (Branch et al., 2013; Miller, 2013), while the 
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continued increase in principal departures is cause for concern in the educational field (Jensen, 
2014).  However, an appreciable amount of the literature on school leadership focuses solely on 
the demanding role of the school principal and identifying factors contributing to turnover 
(Fuller & Young, 2009; Miller, 2013). 
 While continuing to grapple with solutions on how to attract and retain principals, 
(Anderson & Turnbull, 2016; The Wallace Foundation, 2012) school district leaders must 
examine the issue of principal turnover and further explore the topic of retention to identify the 
reasons principals remain in the profession or choose to exit, (Anderson & Turnbull, 2016; Fuller 
& Young, 2009; The Wallace Foundation, 2012). This conceptual framework built from 
theoretical foundations supports the internal promotion cycle of school principals.  
Establishing Beliefs 
 As a current employee of a school system and potential internal candidate for promotion, 
beliefs are established both formally and informally. Many school districts post a foundational 
document containing a mission, vision, and belief statement which is shared with stakeholders 
and new staff members establishing goals formally with clear purpose. Perhaps more importantly 
is the organizational culture developed through trust, daily interactions, and relationships built 
with both individuals and the overall organization. A strong organizational commitment is 
created through shared beliefs and positive experiences. Cohen (2006) posited that employees 
with high organizational commitment not only tend to remain longer with their organization but 
also exhibit more positive on-the-job behaviors (e.g., attendance, task performance and 
contextual performance), experience more job satisfaction, job involvement, and cope better with 
stressors at work. 
 




 Subsequent to building a strong belief system is the identification of leadership 
candidates within an organization. Potential leadership candidates are often identified through 
the evaluation of human capital to determine promotability based on higher levels of human 
capital variables (i.e., education, experience, training). This vital component is typically found in 
a pool of internal candidates demonstrating leadership qualities and performing leadership tasks 
within the school. The hiring process begins by identifying candidates possessing the 
aforementioned attributes reflecting the mission, vision, and goals of the school district 
(Buckman et al., 2017). 
Opportunities 
 Capitalizing on the discovered potential in leadership candidates, skill building and 
professional growth opportunities are provided as investments in human capital. Leadership skill 
building through aspiring leader initiatives and principal preparation programs addresses the 
internal competition within an organization that rewards employees through job promotion. This 
manifestation of Lazear and Rosen’s (1981) Tournament Theory along with the acquisition of 
organization specific skills confirmed by Becker (1964), embodies the relationship between 
theories supporting the internal promotion process.  
Internal Promotion 
Tournament theory is useful to explain a broad range of organizational phenomena 
involving internal candidates for promotion. By applying and interviewing within a school 
district, applicants are evaluated based on human capital (i.e., experience, skills, level of 
education) and participating in the promotion tournament. Tournament Theory predicts that 
internal promotion used as an incentive provides participants with the opportunity to compete for 
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a promotion moving up the occupational ladder (Lazear & Rosen, 1981). Culminating the 
process of developing organizational commitment through the establishment of beliefs, 
identifying leadership candidates, and providing professional growth opportunities to increase 
human capital, the prize of promotion is won resulting in higher retention. 
The graphical representation shown below in Figure 3 represents the described process of 
internal promotion leading to retention by depicting the human resource development cycle of 
school principals through the interrelated theories of Human Capital, Tournament Theory, and 
Organizational Commitment Theory. This representation of the hiring process and strengthening 
of the principal pipeline could lead to leadership retention and positive school outcomes. 
Additionally, this graphic also represents topics explored in literature connecting the main 
themes of this study. 




Figure 3. Graphical Representation of Conceptual Framework 
 In conclusion, this review of the literature has explored a broad range of pertinent 
research connected to the topic of this study. Research covering the concepts of internal and 
external promotion were examined. The review has also captured a comprehensive look at 
factors influencing principal turnover and retention. Additionally, the literature has been 
reviewed to capture the evolving role of the principal and his or her impact on the school 
environment. Lastly, the purpose of this study is to update empirical literature on the relationship 
between promotion type and principal retention. The next chapter revisits the research questions 
that remain relevant and details the methodology that were employed to answer the questions. 





The purpose of this chapter is to provide the method by which this study examined the 
relationship between hiring type (i.e., internal and external promotion) of principals and principal 
retention in the state of Georgia. In addition, this study proposes to fill the gap in literature 
regarding the principalship pipeline because while most research focuses on why principals 
choose to leave challenging positions (Boyce & Bowers, 2016; Fuller & Young, 2009; Papa, 
2005), less research exists focusing on factors related to a principals propensity to stay. Taking 
into account past findings suggesting that higher principal retention rates are associated with 
salary, professional support practices, and challenging school environments (i.e., high poverty, 
low-performing), this study sought to further investigate these relationships in addition to the 
factors of internal and external hiring (Beteille et al., 2012; Pounder & Merrill, 2001; Tran & 
Buckman, 2017).  
As a notable difference from past research, this study used panel level data at the 
principal level across 5 years and the assistant principal level in 2014 to address the research 
question regarding the relationship between the internal and external promotion of principals and 
principal retention in the state of Georgia. The use of panel data is significant due to the 
abundance of information provided which captures changes in outcomes relative to changes in 
predictors as compared to cross-sectional studies that only provide snapshots for a single period 
in time. Currently, Georgia does not have a designated, research-based principal retention 
program in place. By exploring the relationship between internal and external promotion and 
principal retention, this study may prove instrumental in future research and influence a school 
districts decision to create aspiring principal academies and mentorship programs. 




First-year public school principals are the focus of this study. To address this focus, 
individual level principal data as well as school and district information from the 2015–2016 to 
2018–2019 academic years was obtained from the Georgia Department of Education (GaDOE). 
To acquire the population of first-year principals for the study, assistant principal data from 2014 
was used to identify assistant principals who transition from assistant principal to principal 
across the data sets. For this reason, assistant principal data for 2014 was also requested from the 
Georgia Department of Education.  
According to research by Boyce and Bowers (2016) on the influence of principals on 
student achievement, the effect within schools is shown to increase over time. Additionally, 
effective school leaders need time, usually about five years, to build trust with staff and parents, 
set a vision for improvement, and hire quality teachers (Miller, 2013). Thus, the retention metric 
of five years as minimal and greater than five years as optimal is supported. Any principals who 
departed from their school due to retirement or quit the profession were removed from the 
dataset. 
For an accurate representation of the public school principal workforce, Georgia 
statewide school information reports a total of 2,300 Georgia public schools. To demonstrate a 
more accurate depiction of the education systems in Georgia, the GaDOE disaggregated their 
data into four different school types and also provided the total number of schools within each 
school type (e.g., elementary schools - 1,321; middle schools - 484; high schools - 481; and 
kindergarten thru twelfth grade schools - 14) (GADOE, 2020).  Moreover, Georgia was chosen 
as the population because of the growing need to recruit and retain public school administrators. 
According to the Georgia Partnership for Excellence in Education (2019), the annual turnover of 
      
76 
 
principals was 23% for schools in the highest poverty quartile compared to 15% in schools in the 
lowest poverty quartile. Also, there was a reported 22% annual turnover of principals in schools 
in quartile with the highest percentage of minorities compared to 16% in schools in the lowest 
minority quartile (GADOE, 2015). 
 A homogenous sampling technique was employed to identify participants for the study. 
“In homogenous sampling, the researcher purposefully samples individuals or sites based on 
membership in a subgroup that has defining characteristics. To use this procedure, you need to 
identify the characteristics and find individuals or sites that possess it” (Creswell, 2008, p. 216). 
Using the dataset requested from the Georgia Department of Education, the new (i.e., first year) 
principals employed in 2015 were examined to determine their employment status (i.e., 
internally or externally promoted) and turnover status (i.e., number of turnovers) in subsequent 
years. Often principals are moved within the school district and that transition/turnover to 
another school or position is involuntary while principal movement/turnover to a school external 
of the district can be considered voluntary. For this reason, principals promoted from within the 
district as well as those promoted as external hires were included in the dataset and serve as the 
sample. 
Descriptive statistics were used to analyze individual-level data for principals and school 
level data. Considering the focus of this study is on the retention of traditional public school 
principals, data for principals from other types of schools (i.e., private and charter schools) were 
not obtained. Traditionally, these types of schools differ from traditional public schools and 
therefore their compensation structures, student demographics, and achievement data likely vary 
from traditional public school principals in nonrepresentative ways. School-level data obtained 
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included school characteristics such as school level, school type, student achievement, student 
characteristics (i.e., SES, race), and enrollment.  
Variables 
 Previous researchers have identified covariates (i.e., control variables) utilized in 
principal retention studies (Beteille et al., 2012; Fuller & Young, 2009; Pounder & Merrill, 
2001). To reduce the probability of Type I and Type II error (Huck, 2012), this study also 
utilized covariates. Without the use of covariates, misinterpretation of the relationship between 
the dependent and independent variables could exist, resulting in inaccurate findings. 
Covariates  
Following an extensive review of the literature, eleven relevant covariates impacting 
principal retention were identified in this study: 1) age (Fuller & Young, 2009; Rangel, 2018); 2) 
gender (Baker et al., 2010; Fuller et al., 2007; Gates et al., 2006; Rangel, 2018); 3) race (Gates et 
al., 2006; Oberman, 1996); 4) years of experience (Tran & Buckman, 2017; Podgursky et al., 
2016); 5) highest level of education (Baker et al., 2010; Tekleselassie & Villarreal, 2010); 6) 
salary (Baker et al., 2010; Tran & Buckman, 2017; Whitaker, 2003); 7) Socioeconomic status 
(SES) (Beteille et al., 2012; Fuller & Young, 2009; Gates et al., 2006; Loeb et al., 2010; Papa, 
2007); 8) school size (Baker et al., 2010; Fuller et al., 2007; Gates et al., 2006; Ni et al., 2015; 
Tekleselassie & Choi, 2019); 9) school level (Baker et al., 2010; Fuller et al., 2007); 10) student 
race/ethnicity percentages (Baker et al., 2010; Branch et al., 2008; DeAngelis & White, 2011; 
Papa, 2007; Podgursky et al., 2016; Yan, 2020); and 11) student achievement (Azaiez & Slate, 
2017; Baker et al., 2010; Branch, 2008; DeAngelis & White, 2011; Papa, 2007; Podgursky et al., 
2016; Yan, 2020). 
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To determine statistical relationships between internal and external promotion and 
principal retention, several variables likely to predict principal retention were controlled for in 
this model. Personal attributes (i.e., age, gender, and race) served as covariates because of the 
large amount of research documented in empirical literature supporting their relationships with 
principal turnover (Baker et al., 2010; Fuller & Young, 2009; Gates et al., 2006; Rangel, 2018).   
Due to the natural progression of attrition in older principals, age has been linked to 
principal turnover. Although somewhat inconsistent, studies show that the age of first time 
principals has increased (Papa & Baxter, 2005) while similar findings indicate the likelihood of 
older principals to switch schools increased with age and outweighed the likelihood of younger 
principals to leave the principalship all together (DeAngelis & White, 2011; Tekleselassie & 
Villarreal, 2011). Using a nationally representative sample, Sun and Ni (2016) tout principals 
above the age of 50 were more likely to have left their position.  
In terms of gender and its relationship with principal retention, research has reported 
mixed results. Some researchers have indicated that there is a higher rate of turnover in male 
principals (Oberman, 1996), while other research purported that female principals turnover at a 
higher rate than male principals (Gates et al., 2006). Race is also a factor with potential 
contributions to the prediction of principal retention. Research studies reveal that principals of 
color are more likely to leave the principalship in comparison with White principals 
(Tekleselassie & Villarreal, 2010) while other research on race suggests the diversity of the 
school system is of particular importance (Oberman, 1996). In sum, age, gender, and race were 
included in this analysis because they have been identified as principal retention factors used in 
past research.  
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Tran and Buckman (2017) documented that more experienced high school principals 
were less likely to change schools. On the other hand, the relationship between principal 
experience and turnover has been inconsistent (Tekleselassie & Villarreal, 2011). Principal 
experience was defined as the total number of years an individual principal has worked in any 
education agency. The total number of years of experience working in any education agency is 
how school districts report principals’ total experience to GaDOE and also served to 
operationalize principal experience within the context of this study.  
Professional experience can be a factor connected to principal salary due to the 
principal’s ability to earn an additional step increase on a traditional fixed-rate salary schedule. 
In Georgia, according to the public educator salary schedule, pay is increased by two factors: 1) 
educational level and 2) years of experience defined by each service year completed (GADOE, 
2019). With regards to job stability, a principal’s salary has been heavily researched and the 
influence of compensation on principal retention is significant (Fuller & Young, 2009). 
Traditionally, a principal’s salary will also increase when an advanced degree is earned (e.g., 
Master’s Degree, Educational Specialist Degree, Doctoral Degree) (GADOE, 2019) despite little 
evidence supporting the relationship between a principal’s education and turnover (Ni et al., 
2015).  
 School characteristics are also a consistent variable used in empirical educational  
research (Beteille et al., 2012; Burkhauser et al., 2012; Gates et al., 2006; Papa et al., 2005; Taie 
& Goldring, 2019). Likewise, the school environment has shown to have significant effects on 
principals deciding to stay in the profession or transition to a different school, district, or career. 
Therefore, SES, school size, school type (i.e., elementary, middle, high), student race/ethnicity 
      
80 
 
percentages, and student achievement data aid in determining the relationship between internal 
and external promotion and principal retention. 
SES was measured using the percentage of free and reduced meals at each of the school 
sites where identified principals are selected. The SES percentage of a school in Georgia is 
calculated by dividing the number of students eligible to receive free or reduced meals (reported 
annually by the Georgia Department of Education in the October Nutrition Count) by the total 
school enrollment count. Students may qualify for free and reduced meals if the household is 
receiving assistance from the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) or Temporary 
Assistance for Needy Families (TANF). Other qualifications include: 1) children that are 
fostered; 2) participation in a school's Head Start program; 3) students identified as homeless, 
migrants, or runaways; 4) the household meets the income eligibility guidelines; or 5) the 
household participates in the Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and 
Children (WIC) (United States Department of Agriculture, 2017).   
The size of Georgia public schools was determined using real student enrollment 
numbers. The Georgia Department of Education (GaDoe) collects enrollment counts from each 
school system periodically throughout the year. The collection of enrollment data is known as a 
Full-Time Equivalent (FTE) count. Enrollment figures for each high school are based on FTE 
counts that are reported in October and March of the same school year.  
School type was also accounted for because the grade level of the school can be 
associated with variation in principal pay (National Association of Elementary School Principals, 
2008; Tran, 2017). The decrease in pay and job complexity as a principal moves from the high 
school level down to the middle school level and the elementary school level could contribute to 
a reduction in job stability among high school principals (Taie & Goldring, 2017).  
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 Student race/ethnicity percentages were collected using FTE datasets. For this study, 
school demographics, in terms of racial ethnicity, was determined by using the percentage of 
white students compared to all minority students. These percentages were acquired from the FTE 
counts published by the GaDOE in October and March of the same school year.  
Finally, because student academic achievement has been associated with a principal’s 
decision to move to a higher performing school, student achievement was measured using the 
College Career Readiness Index (CCRPI) utilized by the Georgia Department of Education to 
document school performance. In Georgia, the yearly progress of a school is measured, or 
scored, using the College and Career Ready Performance Index (CCRPI) which accounts for 
several achievement components and performance targets for subgroups within core content 
courses.  
Independent variable 
The independent variable manipulated in this study was hiring type. Hiring type was 
identified as either the internal or external promotion of an assistant principal to the role of 
principal. Internal hires were those assistant principals who were promoted within the district 
where they served as an assistant principal and external hires were assistant principals hired from 
outside the school district to the role of principal. As an independent variable, this study 
attempted to identify if there was a significant impact on principal retention.  
Dependent variable 
  The dependent variable for this study was principal turnover. Principal turnover was 
operationalized by the number of times a principal changed schools during the observation 
period. A logistical regression analysis, computed by STATA (Statistical Software Package), 
was utilized to determine whether there was a significant relationship in the hiring type and 
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principal retention when other variables that impact a principal’s propensity to turnover have 
been controlled.  
Data Analysis 
Five years of panel data were used to track administrators transitioning from assistant 
principal to the principal position beginning in the year 2015. After sorting this information, the 
data was organized based on the type of promotion (i.e., internal or external). Once the 
principal’s status as promoted to principal from within the district or hired from outside the 
district had been determined and candidates were eliminated based on normal attrition (i.e., those 
who left their position due to retirement, death, approved leave or some other specified reason), 
the cohort was tracked to determine if internally or externally promoted principal status 
significantly corresponded with principal turnover trends.  
Descriptive and inferential statistics were used to explain the data in this study. The use 
of descriptive statistics (i.e., measures of central tendency) were utilized to summarize and 
describe the independent, dependent, and control variables (i.e. age, gender, race, years of 
experience, highest level of education, salary, SES, student enrollment, school level, student 
race/ethnicity percentages, and student achievement). Inferential statistics were used to identify a 
relationship between the independent variable, dependent variable and all covariates.   
The focus of this study was the relationship between hiring type (i.e., internal or external) 
and principal retention. By conducting a random-effects regression analysis on the principal data 
obtained and using a simultaneous order of entry (Huck, 2012) with a minimum level of 
statistical significance set at p<0.05, this study was able to determine if the independent variable 
(promotion type) had a significant influence on the dependent variable (principal retention).   
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Research Question  
The analysis of the literature identified gaps in research which led to the formulation of 
the following research question: 
1)  Is there a relationship between the internal and external promotion of principals and 
principal retention in the state of Georgia when potential covariates have been controlled? 
Null Hypothesis 
The purpose of this study was to identify if there is a significant difference in the 
retention of internally and externally promoted public school principals in Georgia when 
potential covariates have been controlled. An alpha of .05 (α = .05) was used to either accept or 
reject the null hypothesis.   
H0: There is no significant difference between internally promoted public school 
principals and externally promoted public school principals retention when potential 
















 This chapter presents the results of the quantitative analysis conducted with the express 
purpose of identifying factors associated with principal turnover in Georgia. All analytic models 
conducted are guided by the following research question: Is there a relationship between the 
internal and external promotion of principals and principal turnover in the state of Georgia when 
potential covariates have been controlled? 
Descriptive Statistics 
The participants in this study consisted of all public school principals in the state of 
Georgia hired as a first year principal in 2015. Although the terms sample and population are 
often used interchangeably, there is a notable difference. A population represents all of the 
people with certain characteristics to be studied and a population data set contains all members 
of a specified group whereas a sample data set only contains a part, or a subset, of a population 
(Allen, 2017). Therefore this study identified the population of all newly promoted Georgia 
principals hired in 2015.  
To determine the necessary statistical power needed to address the research question for 
the study, Cohen’s (1988) power analysis was applied. Power analysis considers the number of 
independent variables, covariates, level of significance, effect size, and power to determine the 
number of participants needed to avoid potential type-1 or type-2 error within a study. For this 
study involving eleven covariates and one independent variable, a medium effect size (𝑓2 =.15), 
a level of significance set at (α= .05), and the specific power level at (β= .80), it was determined 
that 127 participants (n=127) would be recommended. It should be noted that 132 principals 
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were included in the study cohort and due to the compounded data over 5 years there were 660 
data points.  
The focal point of this study is on traditional public school principals in the state of 
Georgia. To examine this focus, individual level principal data from the Georgia Department of 
Education (GaDOE) from 2015-2019, assistant principal level data from 2014, as well as school 
information from the Governor’s Office of Student Achievement (GOSA) was used. Individual 
principal level data includes their age, gender, total number of years of experience, education 
level, race, and salary. School level data that were obtained include school characteristics such as 
grades taught (i.e., school level), CCRPI scores (i.e., student performance information), 
enrollment, and student demographics (i.e., race, SES).  
Due to the interest of studying principal data across time, members of the 2015 new 
principal cohort without all 5 years of data from 2015-2019 were removed from the analysis. 
Although 230 new principals were identified as meeting the promotion criteria from the role of 
assistant principal in 2014 and first year principal in 2015, 16 of those principals were excluded 
from the cohort as a result of lacking school performance data or data errors which produced 
missing years of principal level information. More interestingly, a significant number of 
principals disappeared from the data set prior to 2019 and did not return. This group resulted in 
82 principal exclusions which is approximately 38% of the total number of assistant principals 
promoted to the principalship in 2015. Notably, this substantial portion of the population depicts 
a potential lack of leadership stability within schools. However, from the data itself, it cannot be 
determined if these principals disappeared from the data due to retirement, a form of turnover 
(e.g., resignation, involuntary termination), or transferred to other positions (e.g., promoted or 
demoted).  
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A review of literature identified the following principal and school variables potentially 
linked to principal retention: 1) age (Fuller & Young, 2009; Rangel, 2018); 2) gender (Baker et 
al., 2010; Fuller et al., 2007; Gates et al., 2006; Rangel, 2018); 3) race (Gates et al., 2006; 
Oberman, 1996); 4) years of experience (Tran & Buckman, 2017; Podgursky et al., 2016); 5) 
highest level of education (Baker et al., 2010; Tekleselassie & Villarreal, 2010); 6) salary (Baker 
et al., 2010; Tran & Buckman, 2017; Whitaker, 2003); 7) Socioeconomic status (SES) (Beteille 
et al., 2012; Fuller & Young, 2009; Gates et al., 2006; Loeb et al., 2010; Papa, 2007); 8) school 
size (Baker et al., 2010; Fuller et al., 2007; Gates et al., 2006; Ni et al., 2015; Tekleselassie & 
Choi, 2019); 9) school level (Baker et al., 2010; Fuller et al., 2007); 10) student race/ethnicity 
percentages (Baker et al., 2010; Branch et al., 2008; DeAngelis & White, 2011; Papa, 2007; 
Podgursky et al., 2016; Yan, 2020); and 11) student achievement (Azaiez & Slate, 2017; Baker 
et al., 2010; Branch, 2008; DeAngelis & White, 2011; Papa, 2007; Podgursky et al., 2016; Yan, 
2020). The datasets for each of these variables were collected from the Georgia Department of 
Education and the Governor’s Office of Student Achievement.  
While the majority of variables manipulated in this study were continuous variables and 
did not require dummy coding, the following six variables were identified as categorical 
variables requiring dummy coding to perform the analysis: a) race (i.e., white, non-white), b) 
gender (i.e., male, female), c) education level (i.e., Bachelors=0, Masters=1, Specialists=2, and 
Doctorate=3), d) school level (i.e., Elementary=0, Middle=1, High=2, and Combined=3), e) 
hiring type (i.e., internal, external), and turnover. Due to the limited number of participants 
identified in race categories other than white or black (2.3%), race was determined to be a 
dichotomous variable and therefore labeled as white and non-white. To generate descriptive 
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statistics and inferential statistics, the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) and the 
statistical software package STATA were used.  
Principal level data collected from the Georgia Department of Education included race 
(i.e., White, African American/Black, Asian/Pacific Islander, Hispanic/Latino, Multi-racial). Due 
to the low response rate of races other than white or black, the race variable was categorized into 
two groups (i.e., white and non-white). White principals accounted for 65.9% of the total sample, 




Variable Frequency Percent Valid Percent  Cumulative Percent 
 
White  87  65.9  65.9   65.9 
Non-White 45  34.1  34.1   100 
Total  132  100.0  100.0 
 
 The population of newly hired principals in 2015 includes 56.8% females and 43.2% 
males (see Table 4.2). Although there is a  historic trend of males holding the majority of school 
principal positions (Matthews & Crow, 2003), females account for a majority of principals hired 
in 2015 which is consistent with literature concerning gender and females holding the 
employment majority within the educational workforce (Ellis & Bernhardt, 1992: Moore, 2012; 











Variable  Frequency Percent Valid Percent  Cumulative Percent 
 
Male   57  43.2  43.2     43.2 
Female  75  56.8  56.8   100.0 
Total   132  100.0  100.0 
 
 Principals acquisition of education was operationalized at three levels through degrees 
earned (i.e., Master’s, Specialist’s, or Doctorate). The data from 2015-2019 indicated that 17.1% 
of principals had a Master’s Degree which is typically the minimum requirement for 
administration, 62% earned Specialist Degrees and 20.9% earned a Doctorate Degree (see Table 
4.3). It is important to note that these percentages reflect 660 data points capturing over 5 years 
of data for each participant with the opportunity for principals to earn degrees and therefore 




Variable  Frequency Percent Valid Percent  Cumulative Percent 
 
Masters  113  17.1  17.1   17.1 
Specialist  409  62.0  62.0   79.1 
Doctorate  138  20.9  20.9   100.0 
Total   660  100.0  100.0 
 
 
 Comparable to the data obtained concerning principal educational levels, the data 
representing the school level of present employment by each principal from 2015-2019 was also 
      
89 
 
subject to change over time. The level of schools was divided into four categories: elementary, 
middle, high, and combined. During the 5-year time period, 57.3% of the principals served at the 
elementary school level, 25.2% were employed at the middle school level, 16.7% at the high 




Variable  Frequency Percent Valid Percent  Cumulative Percent 
 
Elementary  378  57.3  57.3   57.3 
Middle   166  25.2  25.2   82.4 
High   110  16.7  16.7   99.1 
Combined  6  .9  .9   100.0 
Total   660  100.0  100.0 
 
 
 The independent variable of hiring type was identified through the 2014 assistant 
principal data collected in addition to the 2015 principal level data. Participants meeting the 
criteria of serving in the role of assistant principal in 2014 and subsequently promoted to a 
principalship in 2015 were then coded as internal or external. Internal hires are those principals 
hired within the same school district where they were employed as an assistant principal. Thus, 
Georgia principals who moved from one district to another to gain employment as a principal 
were coded as external. In 2015, 90.2% of principals were hired from within the district where 










Hiring Type  Frequency Percent Valid Percent  Cumulative Percent 
 
Internal  119  90.2  90.2   90.2 
External  13  9.8  9.8   100.0 
Total   132  100.0  100.0 
 
 As can be seen in Table 4.6, the dependent variable of principal turnover was captured 
over the five year time period from 2015-2019 using dummy codes to represent the movement of 
principals between school districts within the state of Georgia. If principals remained at the same 
school, they were coded as “no turnover.” Principals who moved to a different school within the 
same district or to another district within the state of Georgia were coded as “turnover” in each 
year that movement took place. Over time, 95.9% of principals hired in 2015 did not turnover 




Turnover Status Frequency Percent Valid Percent  Cumulative Percent 
 
No Turnover  633  95.9  95.9   95.9 
Turnover  24  3.6  3.6   100.0 
Total   660  100.0  100.0 
 
 
 In addition to personal demographic information, level of education, and school level of 
employment, other individual and workplace information was manipulated through continuous 
variables associated with both the individual principal characteristics (i.e., age, years of 
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experience, salary) as well as characteristics of the schools (i.e., SES%, school size, student race, 
CCRPI) in which they were employed over the 5 year time span. Table 4.7 provides a summary 
of those descriptive statistics.  
Principal age ranged from a minimum of 32 to a maximum of 60 years with the average 
age of the principal cohort at 44.33 (see Table 4.7). In addition, principal experience was defined 
as the total number of years a principal has worked in any education agency. The total number of 
years of experience working in an education agency is how school districts report personnel 
experience to the Georgia Department of Education for salary and certification purposes. The 
principals’ years of experience ranged from 0 to 38 years with an average of 19.65 years of 
experience (see Table 4.7). Lastly, the annual salaries of principals ranged from a minimum 
earning of $52,964.00 to a maximum compensation of $153, 571.68. It is important to note that 
these ranges take place over 660 data points and a time period of 5 years (see Table 4.7). A 
principal’s salary can increase with years of experience, level of education, and local 
supplements.  
Individual school characteristics for each year of principal employment were obtained 
from the Governor’s Office of Student Achievement. The percent of socioeconomic 
disadvantaged students is reflected in the reporting of students qualified to receive free and/or 
reduced price lunches each year. Economic disparities between schools range from a minimum 
of 4% of students to the maximum of 100% of students enrolled categorized as economically 
disadvantaged (see Table 4.7). School sizes ranged from a minimum enrollment of 97 students to 
a maximum size of 4,099 students with an average student population of 868.35 (see Table 4.7). 
Further, the student race percentages were coded to reflect white and non-white students 
representing a diverse range of school demographics from 6.9% non-white students to 100%. 
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Also, state issued CCRPI scores served as proxies for student achievement and are based on a 
100 point scale. The four main components of CCRPI (i.e., achievement, progress, achievement 
gap, and challenge points) are combined for a total CCRPI score on a scale of 0 to 100, with a 
possibility of 10 additional points which accounts for the maximum score. Student performance 
scores ranged from a minimum of 29.6% to a maximum of 110.3% with an average of 75.35% 




Variable   N Minimum Maximum Mean  SD 
 
Age    660 32  60  44.33  5.495 
Years of Experience  660 0  38  19.65  6.017 
SES %    660 4.00  100.0  66.1752 28.89837 
Salary    660 52964.00 153571.68 99899.00 14132.47223 
School Size   660 97  4099  868.35  557.186 
Student Race   660 6.9  100.0  63.457  27.9747 
CCRPI    660 29.6  110.3  75.350  12.6351 
 
 The focus of this study was to examine the relationship between internal and external 
promotion (i.e., independent variable) and principal turnover (i.e., dependent variable) along 
with other outcome variables as controls. Therefore, Table 4.8 is used to display the relationship 
of the variables using Pearson’s correlations and the significant bivariate correlations (i.e., p ≤
 0.05, 𝑝 ≤  0.01) between all variables are discussed. Within the correlations matrix, there are 
two variables that have a significant relationship (i.e., p ≤  0.05) with the dependent variable 
(i.e., turnover). Those variables are gender and school level (see Table 4.8).  
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 The first variable that significantly correlates with turnover is gender. The correlations 
coefficient matrix indicated that there was a positive relationship (r =.086, p ≤ 0.05;see Table 
4.8). This finding suggests that male principals turned over more than female principals. The 
school level at which the principals were employed also had a positive relationship with turnover 
(r = .114, p ≤ 0.05; see Table 4.8). This relationship can be interpreted as a higher level of 
turnover among principals employed at schools with higher grade levels on the K-12 spectrum.  
 Eight variables had a significant correlation with hiring type, beginning with principal 
race. The correlation coefficient describing principal race was positive (r = .138, p ≤  0.01; see 
Table 4.8). Additionally, principal gender was positive (r = .174, p ≤  0.01; see Table 4.8), 
degree level was positive (r = .170, p ≤  0.01;see Table 4.8), salary was positive (r = .156, p ≤
 0.01; see Table 4.8), percentage of students who are economically disadvantaged (i.e., SES %) 
was positive (r = 0.84, p ≤  0.05; see Table 4.8), and school level was positive (r = .114, p ≤
 0.01; see Table 4.8). This suggests that minority principals, male principals, principals with 
higher degrees and higher salaries who are employed at schools with higher grade levels and 
higher levels of economically disadvantaged students are hired externally. Principals’ years of 
experience (r = -.93, p ≤  0.05; see Table 4.8) and the schools’ CCRPI scores (r = -.155, p ≤
 0.01; see Table 4.8) were two variables found to be negatively associated with hiring type. 
Correspondingly, this proposes an increase in principals’ years of experience and CCRPI scores 
with internally hired principals.  
 The race of the principal was positively correlated with student race (r = .619, p ≤  0.01; 
see Table 4.8), student SES percentages (r = .397, p ≤  0.01 ; see Table 4.8), the hiring type of 
the principal (r = .138, p ≤  0.01; see Table 4.8), and the degree level of the principal (r = .163, p 
≤  0.01; see Table 4.8). This finding suggests that minority principals serve in schools with 
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higher populations of minority students, higher numbers of socioeconomically disadvantaged 
students and those principals are externally hired with higher levels of education. Also, the race 
of the principal had a negative relationship with the schools’ CCRPI scores (r = -.417, p ≤  0.01; 
see Table 4.8), principal age (r = -.127, p ≤  0.01; see Table 4.8), and the principals’ years of 
experience (r = -.234, p ≤  0.01; see Table 4.8). As such, non-white principals were younger, had 
less years of experience and employed at schools with lower CCRPI scores. 
 Logically, the four predictor variables of principals’ age, degree level, years of 
experience, and salary are closely related to one another. The age of the principal is positively 
correlated with degree level (r = .143, p ≤  0.01 ; see Table 4.8), years of experience (r = .687, p 
≤  0.01; see Table 4.8), and salary (r = .196, p ≤  0.01; see Table 4.8). This indicates that older 
principals hold higher degrees, have more years of experience, and earn higher salaries. Table 
4.8 shows negative correlations between the principals’ age and the principals’ race (r = -.127, p 
≤  0.01 ; see Table 4.8) in addition to the students’ race (r = -.106, p ≤  0.01; see Table 4.8) 
suggesting older principals are white and employed at schools with lower percentages of non-
white students. Most notably, years of experience (r =.085, p ≤  0.05; see Table 4.8) along with 
principal age is positively related to higher CCRPI scores (r = .080, p ≤  0.05; see Table 4.8).  
 The correlation describing the principals’ years of experience was negatively related to 
the principals’ race (r = -.234, p ≤  0.01; see Table 4.8), the principals’ gender (r = -.162, p ≤
 0.01; see Table 4.8), student race (r = -.179, p ≤  0.01; see Table 4.8), and hiring type (r = -.093, 
p ≤  0.05; see Table 4.8). Likewise, salary was negatively related to student SES percentages (r = 
-.322, p ≤  0.01; see Table 4.8). This indicated that white principals and female principals had 
more years of experience and those veteran educators were internally hired at schools with lower 
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percentages of non-white students. In contrast, the salary of the principal increased as the SES % 
of students decreased.  
 The percent of socioeconomic disadvantaged students had a negative correlation with the 
gender of the principal (r = -.113, p ≤  0.01; see Table 4.8), the principals’ salary (r = -.322, p ≤
 0.01; see Table 4.8), the school size (r = -.314, p ≤  0.01; see Table 4.8), school level (r = -.141, 
p ≤  0.01; see Table 4.8), and CCRPI score of the school (r = -.612, p ≤  0.01; see Table 4.8). 
This indicated that as the percentage of economically disadvantaged students increased in a 
school, the gender of the principal was female and the principals’ salary, school size, school level 
and CCRPI score decreased. However, the percent of socioeconomic disadvantaged students had 
a positive correlation with the race of the principal (r = .397, p ≤  0.01; see Table 4.8), the degree 
level of the principal (r = .088, p ≤  0.05; see Table 4.8), and with the hiring type of the principal 
(r = .084, p ≤  0.05; see Table 4.8).  
 School size had a positive correlation with the principals’ gender (r = .312, p ≤  0.01; see 
Table 4.8), salary (r = .611, p ≤  0.01; see Table 4.8), school level (r = .446, p ≤  0.01; see Table 
4.8), and interestingly with the school CCRPI score (r = .281, p ≤  0.01; see Table 4.8). Thus 
indicating that larger schools in the upper grade levels have male principals who earn higher 
salaries. Schools with larger populations also have higher CCRPI scores but lower percentages of 
economically disadvantaged students (-.314, p ≤  0.01; see Table 4.8). Not surprisingly, similar 
relationships are found with school level as enrollment typically increases in the upper grades.  
 Student race had a significant positive correlation with the race of the principal (r = .619, 
p ≤  0.01; see Table 4.8), principals’ salary (r = .156, p ≤  0.01; see Table 4.8), and the 
percentage of economically disadvantaged students (r = .557, p ≤  0.01; see Table 4.8) signifying 
that the race of the principal corresponds with the race of the students. Likewise, there is an 
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increase in principal salary and population of economically disadvantaged students among 
schools with more non-white students. In contrast, the age of the principal (r = -.106, p ≤  0.01; 
see Table 4.8), principal years of experience (r = -.179, p ≤  0.01; see Table 4.8), and CCRPI 
score of the school (r = -.380, p ≤  0.01; see Table 4.8) all had negative correlations with student 
race. These findings convey as populations of non-white students increased, the age of the 
principal, their years of experience, and school CCRPI scores decreased.  
 Student performance as described by the CCRPI scores negatively correlated with 
principal race (r = -4.17, p ≤  0.01; see Table 4.8), percentage of economically disadvantaged 
students (r = -.612, p ≤  0.01; see Table 4.8), student race (r = -.380, p ≤  0.01; see Table 4.8), 
and hiring type (r = -.155, p ≤  0.01; see Table 4.8). These findings suggest there are higher 
CCRPI scores at schools with smaller populations of economically disadvantaged students and 
non-white students. Most notably, internally hired principals had higher CCRPI scores. On the 
contrary, school CCRPI scores had a positive relationship with the principals’ age (r = .080, p ≤
 0.05; see Table 4.8), salary (r = .152, p ≤  0.01; see Table 4.8), and school size (r = .281, p ≤
 0.01; see Table 4.8) which suggests older principals at larger schools earning higher salaries 











































              
Race 1             
              
Gender -.046 1            
              
Age -.127** -.052 1           
              
Degree  
Level 
.163** .011 .143** 1          
              
Years of  
Experience 
-.234** -.162** .687** .197** 1         
              
Salary .068 .135** .196** .180** .142** 1        
              
SES % .397** -.113** .046 .088* .001 -.322** 1       
              
School  
Size 
-.073 .312** .002 -.053 -.049 .611** -.314** 1      
              
School  
Level 
.086* .490** .073 -.013 -.040 .384** -.141** .446** 1     
              
Student  
Race 
.619** -.044 -.106** .012 -.179** .156** .557** .066 .055 1    
              
CCRPI -.417** .010 .080* -.039 .085* .152** -.612** .281** .000 -.380** 1   
              
Hiring  
Type 
.138** .174** .031 .170** -.093* .156** .084* .035 .226** .020 -.155** 1  
              
Turnover -.025 .086* -.006 -.010 -.025 .044 .018 .019 .114** -.001 -.063 .047 1 
              
 
Note.  **Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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Assumption Testing for Logistic Regression  
 In an effort to avoid inaccurate results, Huck (2012) recommends using diagnostic tests to 
ensure that no violations of the assumptions are observed. When examining the data for multi-
collinearity, an acceptable Variance of Inflation Rate (VIF) is 3.0 or less. As seen in Table 4.9, 
all variables in the study met the acceptable VIF for logistic regression.  
Table 4.9 
Multi-Collinearity Diagnostics Table 
 
Model      Tolerance   VIF 
 
Race                    .506    1.97 
Gender     .706    1.41 
Age      .509    1.96    
Degree Level      .862    1.16 
Years of Experience    .396    2.52 
Salary      .457    2.18    
SES%      .338    2.96 
School Size     .467    2.14 
School Level     .601    1.66 
Student Race     .477    2.09 
CCRPI      .556    1.80 
Hiring Type     .836    1.20 
Turnover     .976    1.02 
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Inferential Statistics  
 For the purpose of this study, a logistical regression analysis was used to analyze the 
categorical or binary dependent variable, independent variable, and covariates. Principal turnover 
(i.e., dependent variable) was regressed on the independent variable (i.e., hiring type) and all 
covariates obtained from the Georgia Department of Education and the Governor’s Office of 
Student Achievement. The aforementioned analysis was used to test the following null 
hypothesis.  
 H0: There is no significant difference between internally promoted public school  
principals and externally promoted public school principals turnover when potential  
covariates have been controlled.   
A Hausman Test was conducted to determine if a random effects or a fixed effects panel 
data model was needed. The result of the Hausman Test demonstrated no statistical significance 
between the estimators. Therefore, a random effects model was used. Furthermore, the STATA 
program was chosen to run the random effects model due its capabilities in comparison with the 
SPSS program.   
To address the research question, logistic regression was used to examine the ability of 
the independent variable and covariates: (hiring type, race, gender, age, degree level, years of 
experience, salary, SES%, school size, school level, student race, CCRPI) to predict the 
dependent variable: principal turnover. The criterion used to accept or reject the null hypothesis 
was determined by an alpha of .05 (𝛼=0.05). When determining the impact of the independent 
variable of hiring type on the dependent variable of principal turnover, the variable was not 
found to be statistically significant (see Table 4.10). However, the variables of principal race (b = 
-1.26, p ≤ 0.01) and CCRPI scores (b = -.36, p≤  0.05) were found to be statistically significant 
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(see Table 4.10). Both of the slopes for these variables were directionally negative. The race of 
the principal had a negative slope, indicating that non-white principals were less likely to 
turnover than white principals. Furthermore, the school CCRPI scores also had a negative slope 
which indicates that as CCRPI scores go up, principal turnover decreased.  
Table 4.10 
Random-Effects Logistic Regression Model of Principal Turnover 
 
Variables Coef.          Robust Std. Err.       z        P>[z]            [95% Conf.          Interval] 
 
 
ID   .0083726          .0059261            1.41        0.158     -.0032424           .0199876 
Race    -1.25506          .4710953           -2.66       0.008**         -2.17839           -.3317301 
Gender  .0105147          .2591818             0.04       0.968           -.4974723          .51850169 
Age  -.0138414            .009785           -1.41       0.157             -.330196             .0053368 
Degree Level    .2237489          .4760439             0.47      0.638               -.70928             1.156778 
Years of  
Experience      -.0658592          .0646794            -1.02      0.309           -.1926285             .0609102 
Salary              -.0000263          .0000214            -1.23      0.219           -.0000682            .0000156 
SES %             -.0073351          .0222226            -0.33      0.741           -.0508905            .0362204 
School Size     -.0000585          .0001947            -0.30      0.764               -.00044             .0003231 
School Level    .8490857          .4650057             1.83       0.068           -.0623088              1.76048 
Student Race    .0044496           .0042112             1.06      0.291            -.0038041           .0127033 
CCRPI            -.0357388           .0170016            -2.10      0.036*          -.0690613          -.0024164 
Hiring Type      .5817256          .9412761              0.62      0.537            -1.263142           2.426593 
 
(Std. Err. adjusted for 5 clusters in Fiscal Year) 
Note.  **Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
            * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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 As a result of the logistic regression analysis, the following hypothesis must be accepted 
as stated:  
H0: There is no significant relationship between the internal and external promotion of 
principals (independent) and principal turnover (dependent) in the state of Georgia when 
potential covariates have been controlled. 
Sub Analysis  
 Although 132 principals met the criteria (i.e., 2015 promotion, 2015-2019 data) for 
inclusion in the study cohort, there were 82 principals who were also promoted to principal in 
2015 but disappeared from the dataset before 2019. The following descriptive statistics 
pertaining to this group of principals may yield a better understanding of principal turnover in 
Georgia. Of the principals included in the sub analysis, 59.8% were white and 40.2% were non-




Variable Frequency Percent Valid Percent  Cumulative Percent 
 
White  49  59.8  59.8   59.8 
Non-White 33  40.2  40.2   100.0 
Total  82  100.0  100.0 
 
 Also similar to the study cohort, principal gender is predominantly female at 64.6% with 










Variable  Frequency Percent Valid Percent  Cumulative Percent 
 
Male   29  35.4  35.4   100.0 
Female  53  64.6  64.6   64.6 
Total   82  100.0  100.0 
 
 The education level of principals in the sub group indicated that 14.6% of principals had 
a Master’s Degree, 61% acquired Specialist Degrees and 23.2% earned Doctorate Degrees while 
one principal was employed with a Bachelor’s Degree which is typically below the minimum 





Variable  Frequency Percent Valid Percent  Cumulative Percent 
 
Bachelors  1  1.2  1.2   1.2 
Masters  12  14.6  14.6   15.9 
Specialist  50  61.0  61.0   76.8 
Doctorate  19  23.2  23.2   100.0 
Total   82  100.0  100.0 
 
 The school level data of principals excluded from the principal study dataset represents 
the school level of each principal for the years they were employed and subject to change over 
the time they remained in the dataset. During the time period of available data, 52.4% of the 
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principals served at the elementary school level, 17.1% were employed at the middle school 





Variable  Frequency Percent Valid Percent  Cumulative Percent 
 
Elementary  43  52.4  52.4   52.4 
Middle   14  17.1  17.1   69.5 
High   23  28.0  28.0   97.6 
Combined  2  2.4  2.4   100.0 
Total   82  100.0  100.0 
 
 While the descriptive data of principal characteristics contained in the sub analysis thus 
far has been similar to the panel data used in the research study, the independent variable of 
hiring type depicts a difference in the sub analysis group. Internal hires represent 80.5% of the 
group while principals hired externally represent 19.5% of the sample (see Table 4.15). With an 
increase in the percentage of external hires represented in the group of principals who 
disappeared from the dataset before 2019 (e.g., from 9.9% to 19.5%), these findings suggest 












Hiring Type  Frequency Percent Valid Percent  Cumulative Percent 
 
Internal  66  80.5  80.5   80.5 
External  16  19.5  19.5   100.0 
Total   82  100.0  100.0 
 
Table 4.16 represents the year in which principals hired in 2015 turned over or dropped 
from the dataset. Of the 82 principals in the sub analysis group, 23.2% turned over after one year 
in the principalship, 15.9% after two years, 25.6% after three years, and 35.4% after 4 years (see 
Table 4.16). Principals who were coded as “turnover” either moved to a different school within 
the same district or to another district within the state of Georgia or dropped from the dataset 
altogether. Therefore, they were coded as “turnover” in each year that movement took place. 
With 38% of the total number of principals hired in 2015 represented in this sub analysis 
population and the percentages of turnover each year, this data regarding the dependent variable 















Variable  Frequency Percent Valid Percent  Cumulative Percent 
 
1 year   19  23.2  23.2   23.2 
2 years   13  15.9  15.9   39.0 
3 years   21  25.6  25.6   64.6 
4 years   29  35.4  35.4   100.0 
Total   82  100.0  100.0 
 
The continuous variables describing individual principal characteristics (i.e., age, years of 
experience, salary) are provided in Table 4.17. Principal age ranged from a minimum of 33 to a 
maximum of 66 years with the average age of the principal sub group at 46.29 (see Table 4.17). 
Additionally, the principals’ years of experience ranged from 0 to 41 years with an average of 21 
years of experience (see Table 4.17). Lastly, the annual salaries of principals ranged from a 
minimum earning of $66,650.00 to a maximum compensation of $127,196.07 (see Table 4.17). 
Although a principal’s salary increases as a result of experience, education, and local school 
district supplements, it is worth noting that the maximum age of 66 as well as the maximum 
years of experience of 41 are both higher in the sub group population than those in the study 
group which could attribute turnover to retirement. Another difference noted is the minimum 
salary of the sub group was higher than that of the study group (i.e., $52,964.00- $66,650.00) 
while the maximum earnings for the sub group was lower (i.e., $153,571.68- $127,196.07). This 
could suggest principal movement is associated with the pursuit of higher salaries.  
 






Variable   N Minimum Maximum Mean  SD 
 
Age    82 33  66  46.29  7.886 
Years of Experience  82 0  41  21.00  7.199 























Findings, Discussion, Implications, and Limitations 
 A principal’s strong influence on the success of a school, makes recent research 
revealing a steady decline in the tenure of principals, especially among those at the secondary 
levels who are new to the profession, more significant (Beteille et al., 2012; Burkhauser et al., 
2012; Burkhauser, 2015; Fuller & Young, 2009; Gates et al., 2006). Moreover, it has become 
increasingly important that school districts go beyond recruiting and hiring the best possible 
principal candidates to find new and innovative ways to keep these quality leaders who advance 
teaching and learning in their schools long enough to implement the changes necessary to ensure 
long term success for teachers and students (Manna, 2015). In an effort to increase the 
knowledge of principal retention, the review of the relevant literature in chapter two examined 
succession planning practices, investigated factors that influence principal turnover, explored 
internal and external promotion, and identified studies of principal retention. 
To address the concerns of the shortage of qualified applicants for the principalship, it is 
important to understand what has happened historically and to consider what changes are needed 
to make the principalship a more attractive position for educators. The body of literature 
describing the more recent changes occurring in the principalship illuminate the fact that the role 
of the principal has become more complex and challenging over time. This increased complexity 
has contributed to the principal shortage (Beteille et al., 2012; Burkhauser et al., 2012; Whitaker, 
2003). 
Today, the principal still performs the traditional tasks of discipline, parent concerns, and 
budgets in addition to other responsibilities such as instructional related roles and the evaluation 
of teachers that shape the conditions for school improvement (Manna, 2015; Wallace 
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Foundation, 2012). Findings from Louis et al., (2010) contend leadership is second only to 
classroom instruction among all school-related factors that contribute to what students learn at 
school. In turn, the modern principalship has also been impacted by Federal legislation, court 
mandates, funding issues, and equity issues.  
These mandates have undoubtedly placed even more significance on students’ academic 
performance. To meet the new expectations, principals needed to improve upon their repertoire 
of skills related to data management, human capital development, and pedagogical knowledge. 
This redefined role of the school principal resulting from federal policy has inevitably shifted the 
focus of school principals toward improving standardized test scores (i.e., reading and math) and 
away from a myriad of other responsibilities (student discipline, school culture, facility 
management, professional growth, etc.) (Crum & Sherman, 2008). 
Consequently, when schools consistently fail to meet accountability standards, a change 
in school leadership may be perceived as a solution. According to Fink and Brayman (2004), 
rotating school principals regularly can produce more problems than solutions. In addition, the 
research of Whitaker (2003) makes a connection between the role changes and the difficulty in 
recruitment and retention of principals internationally. Likewise, Pounder and Merrill (2001) 
claim these role changes have led to an increase in workload and stress despite some of the 
positive impacts. Undeterred by these role changes, the fact remains that school leadership 
matters and principals influence the direction of their schools in many ways. 
High principal turnover is a problem with negative consequences and the negative impact 
is greater at lower-achieving and high-poverty schools (Beteille et al., 2012). In addition, the 
movement of principals to other schools, systems, or out of the profession entirely undermines 
efforts to produce school improvements or meaningful reform (Fuller & Young, 2009). Due to 
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the significant influence of school principals on student achievement, climate, and school 
improvement, improving principal retention has become a school reform focus. An extensive 
review of current literature on principal retention has revealed that the number of studies 
exploring the reasons that principals leave their positions far exceeds the inquiries related to why 
certain individuals choose to stay. Despite this disparity, some pertinent research does exist that 
examines the various factors that encourage principal retention and the motives that lead 
individuals to pursue the principalship including a need for reinventing the role of the principal, 
increasing professional development, improving induction practices, and providing financial 
incentives. 
 As previously discussed in chapter two, the foundational understanding of principal 
retention was built utilizing the following theories: 1) Human Capital Theory (Becker, 1964), 2) 
Tournament Theory (Lazear & Rosen, 1981), and 3) Organizational Commitment Theory 
(Meyer & Allen, 1997). Each of these human resource development theories are interrelated and 
share the common goal of understanding employability among potential principal candidates. 
These existing theories share elements of organizational inputs and served as a theoretical 
framework for this study in addition to supporting the internal promotion conceptual framework. 
 Becker’s Human Capital Theory (1964) illuminates the importance of human capital 
investments (i.e., on-the-job training, schooling, and other knowledge) and serves to relate the 
advancement opportunities afforded specifically to internal candidates to employability and 
performance. Lazear and Rosen’s Tournament Theory (1981) depicts the competition among 
internal employees who are provided incentives (i.e., increased salary, recognition) to work hard 
and perform well resulting in the prize of promotion. The Organizational Commitment Theory, 
as defined by Meyer and Allen (1997), indicates that an employee’s degree of attachment and 
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dedication to an organization is likely to result in employee retention. All three of these theories 
work together to underpin and address the findings of this research. Moreover, the 
aforementioned theories are used to assist in interpreting the results.  
 A thorough review of the literature exposed other variables of importance when 
investigating principal turnover. These factors included: 1) age (Fuller & Young, 2009; Rangel, 
2018); 2) gender (Baker et al., 2010; Fuller et al., 2007; Gates et al., 2006; Rangel, 2018); 3) race 
(Gates et al., 2006; Oberman, 1996); 4) years of experience (Tran & Buckman, 2017; Podgursky 
et al., 2016); 5) highest level of education (Baker et al., 2010; Tekleselassie & Villarreal, 2010); 
6) salary (Baker et al., 2010; Tran & Buckman, 2017; Whitaker, 2003); 7) Socioeconomic status 
(SES) (Beteille et al., 2012; Fuller & Young, 2009; Gates et al., 2006; Loeb et al., 2010; Papa, 
2007); 8) school size (Baker et al., 2010; Fuller et al., 2007; Gates et al., 2006; Ni et al., 2015; 
Tekleselassie & Choi, 2019); 9) school level (Baker et al., 2010; Fuller et al., 2007); 10) student 
race/ethnicity percentages (Baker et al., 2010; Branch et al., 2008; DeAngelis & White, 2011; 
Papa, 2007; Podgursky et al., 2016; Yan, 2020); and 11) student achievement (Azaiez & Slate, 
2017; Baker et al., 2010; Branch, 2008; DeAngelis & White, 2011; Papa, 2007; Podgursky et al., 
2016; Yan, 2020).  
 As stated in previous chapters, researchers have studied the relationship between 
principal turnover and the previously mentioned variables (i.e., salary, SES %, student 
achievement, etc.); however, an analysis of the relationship between hiring type (i.e., internal or 
external) and principal retention when controlling for those variables has not been 
comprehensively studied. The outcome of this study has particular significance because while 
some of the aforementioned variables are difficult if not impossible to control (i.e., student race, 
SES %), others including hiring type can be influenced by school district leaders. 




 The purpose of this study was to contribute to the empirical literature on the practices of 
internal and external promotion and principal retention. This study investigated whether there 
was a significant relationship between hiring type and principal turnover for public school 
principals in the state of Georgia when controlling for potential covariates. In addition, this study 
focused on other contributing factors of principal turnover including principal characteristics as 
well as characteristics of the school environment. Principal characteristics were age, gender, 
race, years of experience, salary, and educational level. Individual school characteristics 
consisted of school size (i.e., enrollment), school level, student race, CCRPI score, and student 
SES%. All of these elements were used to produce a logistic regression model to address the 
following research question and null hypothesis:  
1. Is there a relationship between the internal and external promotion of principals and 
principal retention in the state of Georgia when potential covariates have been controlled? 
       
H0: There is no significant relationship between internally promoted public school 
principals and externally promoted public school principals retention when potential 
covariates have been controlled. 










Factors Entered into the Regression Equation
 
Variable Type    Characteristic    Regression Variable 
 
Principal Characteristics  Age of Principals   Age 
     Male or Female   Gender 
     White or Non-white Principals Race 
     Experience    Years in Education 
     Pay     Salary 
     Types of Degrees Earned  Education  
Hiring type    Internal, External 
School Characteristics  School size    Enrollment 
     School level    Elem., Middle, High 
     White or Non-white students  Race 
     CCRPI score    School score 
     SES %     Free/reduced lunch % 
 
For H0, the effect of the logistic regression analysis when including the independent variable, 
hiring type, (b= .581, p ≤  0.05),was found not to be statistically significant. However, variables 
that were found to be statistically significant included principal race (b = -1.26, p ≤ 0.01) and 
CCRPI scores (b = -.36, p≤  0.05). Thus, the null hypothesis was accepted.  
Discussion 
 As noted in chapter four, there is a difference between using a population and using only 
a sample of a larger population to conduct a research study. There are inherent difficulties which 
typically make using an entire population for a research study complex including the size of 
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population, time spent conducting research, and financial expenditures. Therefore, it is feasible 
to use a sample of the population to draw conclusions or make inferences about the population.  
Consequently, a challenging aspect of fieldwork is drawing a random sample from the target 
population to which the results of the study would be generalized. In actual practice, the task is 
so difficult that some sampling bias occurs in almost all studies to a lesser or greater degree 
(Banerjee & Chaudhury, 2010). Moreover, the analysis of the data set does not include every 
data point possible as it does in this study. 
Testing for statistical significance allows the researcher to account for those potential 
sampling errors and helps quantify whether a result is likely due to chance or to some factor of 
interest. Problems arise in tests of statistical significance because researchers are usually working 
with samples of larger populations and not the populations themselves.  In general, when 
sampling the entire population, or nearly so, the need for drawing inferences from "part to 
whole" or "sample to population" (i.e., inductive reasoning) is eliminated with access to actual, 
verifiable conclusions rather than relying on hypothesized conclusions. 
To further understand the findings of this research, it is important to discuss the 
difference between practical significance and statistical significance. Hypothesis testing accounts 
for statistical significance which is strongly related to sample size, and a small sample size can 
contribute to the difficulty in finding the statistically significant difference. A larger sample or 
population size could show a statistical significance. Whether the effect has practical importance 
is an entirely different question. For purposes of this study, it is worth considering if the results 
are practically significant enough to change school district hiring practices? 
This study included first year public school principals hired in 2015 in the state of 
Georgia. Using 2014 assistant principal data from the GaDOE, a cohort of 230 principals were 
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identified. Sixteen principals were eliminated from the analysis due to data errors and another 82 
principal exclusions resulted from turnover prior to 2019. Thus, 132 principals were included in 
the study cohort. Notably, of the 132 principals in the cohort, 90.2% were hired internally which 
is supported by the research of Buckman, Johnson, & Alexander (2018) that confirms the 
predominant internal hiring culture within the state of Georgia.  
In an effort to provide accurate data that is not misleading, an accepted variance inflation 
factor (VIF) of less than 3.0 was used to avoid multi-collinearity. In this study, the null 
hypothesis states there is no significant relationship between internally promoted public school 
principals and externally promoted public school principals retention when potential covariates 
have been controlled. Although hiring type was found to not have a statistically significant 
relationship with principal turnover within the regression analysis, there were two covariates that 
were found to be statistically significant (i.e., principal race and CCRPI scores ).  
The covariate of principal race (b= -1.26, p ≤  0.01; see Table 4.10) indicated that non-
white principals had higher retention rates than white principals. Research studies cited in 
chapter two also found a higher turnover rate in white principals (Oberman, 1996) and another 
study linked principal race with student demographics as a possible reason for decreased 
turnover among non-white principals (Gates et al., 2006). Further findings suggest that white 
principals were almost 60% more likely than principals of other races to the leave principalship 
for a promotion which could account for the increased turnover among white principals found in 
this study (Fuller et al., 2007). 
In addition, school CCRPI scores were also found to be statistically significant (b= -.36, p 
≤  0.05;see Table 4.10) indicating that as CCRPI scores increased principal turnover decreased. 
This finding is consistent with numerous previous studies connecting principal movement to low 
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performing schools (Burkhauser et al., 2012; DeAngelis & White, 2011; Fuller & Young, 2009; 
Loeb et al., 2010). Likewise, principal retention was linked to increased academic achievement 
(Ni et al., 2015). 
To further explain the findings in this study, the correlation matrix of all variables will be 
used which identified two variables (i.e., gender and school level) having a significant 
correlation with the dependent variable of principal turnover. Principal gender positively 
correlated with principal turnover (r =.086, p ≤ 0.05;see Table 4.8) indicating that male 
principals turned over at a higher rate than female principals. Overall, previous research concurs 
that the relationship between principal gender and turnover is inconclusive (Tekleselassie & 
Choi, 2019; Rangel, 2018). However, there are studies previously mentioned in chapter two that 
support the analysis of increased turnover among male principals (Fuller et al., 2007; Oberman, 
1996; Sun & Ni, 2016; Tekleselassie & Villarreal, 2011) explaining that more males obtain 
principal certification and employment than females.  
The second variable, school level, was also found to have a positive relationship with 
principal turnover (r = .114, p ≤ 0.05; see Table 4.8). To support this finding, research studies 
claim higher turnover exists among high school principals (Baker et al., 2010; Ni et al., 2015) 
and principals of secondary schools are more likely to leave than those at elementary schools 
(Taie & Goldring, 2017). Despite the increase in salary at a higher school level, higher rates of 
turnover could be attributed to increased demands which include longer work days and higher 
levels of job stress (Beteille et al., 2012; Burkhauser et al., 2012; Whitaker, 2003). 
The sub analysis of the 82 principals removed from the cohort study revealed a larger 
percentage of externally hired principals who turned over prior to 2019. With the absence of 
statistical significance in the logistic regression, it is worth noting that it was positive (b= .581, 
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see Table 4.10). Due to the argument raised when analyzing a population versus a sample, this 
data suggests externally hired principals are at greater risk of turnover. The combination of 
findings from the study cohort and the sub analysis provide strength to the conceptual framework 
embedded with human resource development theories (i.e., Human Capital Theory, Tournament 
Theory, and Organizational Commitment Theory) and constructed around the internal promotion 
cycle. 
The positive relationship of degree level (r = .170, p ≤  0.01;see Table 4.8) with external 
hires supports the higher levels of human capital (i.e., education, experience) evidenced in 
research which increases the external candidates employability (DeVaro et al., 2015; Roach & 
Dixon, 2006). Through the identification and assessment of potential leadership candidates from 
within the educational organization, educational agencies can provide professional growth 
opportunities. Becker’s Human Capital Theory (1964) promotes the increased employee rate of 
return (i.e., performance) when organizational inputs and investments are endorsed. This 
capitalization of the internal workforce relates to Lazear and Rosen’s (1981) Tournament Theory 
described by the competition that exists between internal candidates competing for the prize of 
promotion.  
In this study, higher school CCRPI scores were found with internally hired principals (r = 
-.155, p ≤  0.01; see Table 4.8) and were negatively associated with hiring type.This increase in 
CCRPI scores with internally hired principals is interwoven with the central goals of a learning 
organization. By building organizational capacity through professional learning aligned with the 
instructional mission and vision of the school district, a belief system is established and tenets of 
Organizational Commitment Theory (Meyer & Allen, 1997) are employed. Although hiring type 
was not found to be statistically significant in relationship to principal turnover within this study, 
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a strong argument can be made for the practical significance of developing internal candidates 
and promoting internal hiring initiatives to increase the stability of the principal workforce. 
Implications 
 The job of school principal has become increasingly complex evolving into a role where 
a greater number of expertise are required for effectiveness. These factors contribute to 
leadership complexity and difficulty and principals are now expected to be business managers, 
instructional leaders, community engagement experts, data analysts, and marketers for the 
school. Even so, the job is still structured the same and the level of support does not differ from 
decades past (Fuller & Young, 2009). While assuming a wide variety of duties and facing 
external pressures (Hallinger et al., 2013), the benefits of the principalship are typically not 
sufficient to compensate for the high stress levels and excessive workload (Pjanowski et al., 
2009). Findings in this study, developed from the examination of the data and current literature, 
are informative to all stakeholders (i.e., aspiring and existing school leadership applicants, 
district human resources officers, legislators, and researchers) and contribute to the literature on 
principal hiring and turnover.  
When controlling for principal and school covariates, hiring type was found not to 
statistically influence principal retention. However, practical significance within the population 
should be noted considering the directionality of the regression coefficient for hiring type was 
positive (b= .581, see Table 4.10), indicating hiring type had a positive relationship with the 
dependent variable (i.e., turnover). The sub analysis of the 82 principals removed from the cohort 
study revealed a larger percentage of externally hired principals who turned over prior to 2019 to 
further support the internal promotion of principals.  
      
118 
 
 School districts providing quality professional development, leadership preparation 
programs (i.e., grow your own programs) and school support initiatives enhance the principal’s 
likelihood of retention (Donley et al., 2019). Furthermore, Tekleselassie and Villarreal (2011) 
assert the access to internships, mentoring, and preparation programs significantly reduce a 
principal’s turnover intentions. Such programs that furnish specific preparation to groom 
principals to work in challenging schools and also offer a continuance of support and 
development for those principals, increase the odds of producing leaders who will remain in 
those school settings (Davis et al., 2005; Sutcher et al., 2017). 
 Along with the practical significance of internal promotion, the study identified the 
variables of principal race and CCRPI scores that had a significant relationship with hiring type. 
The finding in regards to principal race is supported in chapter two with studies linking the race 
of the principal with the race of the students and higher principal retention. There is also 
sufficient evidence in studies pertaining to succession planning to support a “good fit'' while 
increasing diversity among administrators (Greer & Virick, 2008; Jones & Webber, 2001). 
In addition, school CCRPI scores were also found to be statistically significant (b= -.36, p 
≤  0.05;see Table 4.10) indicating that as CCRPI scores increased principal turnover decreased. 
Research efforts aimed at uncovering factors that contribute to a person’s motivation to become a 
school administrator have been directly linked to their desire to have an impact on the lives of 
students and perceived ability to initiate change (Harris et al., 2000; Moore, 2000; Pounder & 
Merrill, 2001). The ability to initiate effective change or have a positive impact on others could 
be emphasized by school districts through highlighting vision setting, school improvement 
processes, and efforts in professional development (Hancock et al., 2006). This idea of 
establishing common beliefs with potential leadership candidates as a means of motivation to 
      
119 
 
foster positive change while enhancing self-efficacy is grounded by the theory of organizational 
commitment (Meyer & Allen, 1997) promoting retention. 
The significance of school level and its relationship to principal turnover must also be 
considered with higher turnover rates among high school principals (Baker et al., 2010; Ni et al., 
2015). Research has established the changes to the principalship over time with increased 
demands (Beteille et al., 2012; Miller, 2013; Pounder & Merrill, 2001) and suggests a need for 
restructuring the role of the principal (Whitaker, 2003). By hiring additional personnel, school 
systems could restructure responsibilities to alleviate the demands that keep principals from 
focusing on instruction. Hertling (2001) recommends that the job of the principal be divided 
between two leaders in a shared principalship structure where each is given tasks according to 
individual strengths.  
Muffs and Schmitz (1999) describe an alternative approach to leadership with two 
principals (i.e., veteran, intern) working in shifts to cover all responsibilities creating a more 
desirable work-life balance. From an international perspective, Marks (2013) conducted a study 
of Australian principals and proposed a principal retention policy capitalizing on the experience 
of late career principals by creating flexible work options to allow employment continuance or 
re-engagement following retirement in full or part time roles. Undeniably, hiring additional 
personnel to ease the principal’s workload is costly to school districts who often do not add an 
assistant principal position unless enrollment exceeds 600 students (Doud & Keller, 1998).  
A noteworthy finding in the subgroup analysis involves principal salary. The maximum 
salary of the subgroup who left the principalship was lower than the study cohort (i.e., 
$153,571.68- $127,196.07) which could indicate those principals left in search of higher wages. 
Tran and Buckman (2017) found principals were able to leverage higher salaries if they moved 
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to positions in other districts. Conversely, their salaries were limited if they remained in the same 
district concluding that a principal’s long-term earnings will not differ substantially from their 
initial earnings if they choose to remain in the same district (Tran & Buckman, 2017). This 
knowledge appears to be counterproductive to retention efforts given the effects of principal 
longevity on teacher retention, student achievement, and school improvement initiatives.   
Hancock et al. (2006) concludes increased compensation, positional advancement, and 
enhanced prestige or status were found to be significant in attracting potential candidates to the 
principalship. In addition to increased compensation, incentivize highly effective principals to 
move to high-need schools by providing increased decision-making autonomy, allowing strong 
leaders to bring their own teams, and allocating resources toward targeted professional 
development. 
Stressful working conditions, inadequate job incentives, ineffective hiring practices, and 
perhaps unreasonable expectations for success are deterring prospective candidates from entering 
the field of educational administration. Strategies focused solely on adding more certified people 
to the principal pipeline through the expansion of training programs or increasing internal 
recruitment and mentoring programs will not completely solve the leadership challenge. 
Resources or efforts aimed at attracting the best possible candidates should not be touted as 
wasteful, however improving work conditions and inadequate incentives should be explored as 
methods to improve retention (Mitang, 2003). 
Limitations 
Included in all research is the interpretation of the study’s limitations. The primary 
limitation of this study is the 16 principals who were excluded from the cohort due to an absence 
of school data. Although these 16 participants may not have had a critical impact on the study, 
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their inclusion could have contributed to the findings and impacted the results. This cohort study 
was limited to principals in the state of Georgia who were first year principals in 2015 and 
tracked through 2019. While data errors could have changed the outcome of the findings, with 
132 participants, the population was sufficient to yield adequate results and therefore those 
excluded principals were not part of the turnover conversation.  
Another limitation of many studies similar to this one is the variance in variable 
definition. Variables can be operationally defined differently and those differences may yield 
different data outcomes. An example would be the use of CCRPI data to define school 
performance rather than other specific content (i.e., reading or math proficiency scores) data or 
coding turnover as a dichotomous variable. These types of decisions are at the discretion of the 
researcher and hence subject to differing results. 
An additional factor is the existence of an “unwritten” school district policy for internal 
hiring. Not knowing which school districts employ internal recruitment strategies or practices 
limits the full understanding of how hiring type impacts principal retention. Those non-monetary 
strategies employed by school systems (i.e., leadership academies, mentoring, professional 
development, etc.) build attachments to the organization fostering organizational commitment. 
However, individuals who left the principalship and were removed from the data set cannot be 
controlled, therefore decisions must be made about those that remained. 
Since the primary finding of this study was not statistically significant, grounds for future 
research could include the differentiation between voluntary and involuntary turnover by 
capturing turnover differently. The focus of this study was on the position of principal and did 
not track or account for turnover into other school district positions. For example, district 
promotions to roles other than school principal which are perceived as promotions (i.e., directors, 
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assistant superintendents, etc.) could be documented and influence findings. Knowing the reason 
individuals left could also lead to future research on the types of turnover and a better 
understanding of the decisions surrounding principal movement. To discern why those 82 
principals left their position would require a deeper dive into individual situations and employ 
other research methods. This insight into why one chooses to leave the principalship could also 
impact the prevention of principal turnover within school districts.   
Conclusion 
 This current study intended to add to the limited empirical research regarding the 
relationship between hiring practices of school principals and principal retention. Principal 
turnover is a significant problem facing district leaders and public policy makers. Likewise, the 
principal’s impact on the school is substantial and schools will continue to need well-qualified 
principals that are committed to leading today’s schools. While this study did not indicate a 
statistically significant relationship between the hiring type of Georgia principals from 2015 and 
principal turnover, it is important to note that 90.2% of the principals in the study cohort were 
internal hires and 95.9% of those principals had no turnover during the 5 year time period from 
2015-2019.  
In line with previous research, this analysis supports formal succession planning and 
internal leadership development practices. Principal turnover is a complicated issue that 
combines the need to understand organizational leadership, systems, change, and human 
motivation. It is further complicated by a profession under intense pressure to reform with even 
more intense pressures to succeed. The future of education can be enhanced by high quality 
school leaders who are offered ongoing support, competitive compensation, and a job structure 
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that allows them more time to focus on school and district goals and priorities. Importantly, these 


























Acosta, P. (2010). Promotion dynamics the Peter Principle: incumbent vs external hires. Labour  
Economics, 17(6), 975-986. 
Akiba, M., & Reichardt, R. (2004). What predicts the mobility of elementary school leaders? 
An analysis of longitudinal data in Colorado. Education Policy Analysis Archives, 12(8), 
1-21. 
Allen, M. (2017). The sage encyclopedia of communication research methods (Vols. 1-4). SAGE  
Publications, Inc. DOI: 10.4135/9781483381411 
Alvoid, L., & Black Jr., W. L. (2014). The changing role of the principal: How high achieving 
districts are recalibrating school leadership. Center for American Progress.  
https://www.americanprogress.org/issues/education/report/2014/07/01/93015/the 
changing-role-of-the-principal/ 
Anderson, M. E. (1991). Principals: How to train, recruit, select, induct, and evaluate leaders  
for America's schools. ERIC Clearinghouse on Educational Management, University of 
Oregon, 1787 Agate Street, Eugene, OR 97403. 
Anderson, L. M., & Turnbull, B. J. (2016). Evaluating and supporting principals. Building a  
stronger principalship: Volume 4. Policy Studies Associates, Inc. 
Azaiez, H., & Slate, J. R. (2017). Student achievement differences as a function of principal 
     longevity. Journal of advances in education research, 2(3), 157-162. 
Baker, B. D., Punswick, E., & Belt, C. (2010). School leadership stability, principal moves, 
         and departures: Evidence from Missouri. Educational Administration Quarterly, 46(4), 
         523-557. 
Banerjee, A., & Chaudhury, S. (2010). Statistics without tears: Populations and samples.  
      
125 
 
Industrial psychiatry journal, 19(1), 60–65. https://doi.org/10.4103/0972-6748.77642 
Barker, S. L. (1997). Is your successor in your schoolhouse? Finding principal  
candidates. National Association of Secondary School Principals NASSP Bulletin,  
81(592), 85-91.  
Becker, H. S. (1960). Notes on the concept of commitment. American Journal of 
         Sociology, 66(1), 32-40. doi:10.1086/222820 
Becker, G. S. (1964). Human capital theory. Columbia University Press. 
Becker, G. S. (1992). Nobel lecture: The economic way of looking at life. Journal of Political 
         Economy, 101, 385–409. 
Becker, G. S. (1993). Human capital: A theoretical and empirical analysis with special reference 
         to education (3rd ed.). The University of Chicago Press. 
Beeson, J. (1998). Succession planning: Building the management corps. Business Horizons,  
41(5), 61-66.  
Beteille, T., Kalogrides, D., & Loeb, S. (2012). Stepping stones: Principal career paths and 
     school outcomes. Social Science Research, 41, 904-919. 
Bidwell, M. (2011). Paying more to get less: The effects of external hiring versus internal 
     mobility. Administrative Science Quarterly, 56, 369-407. 
         http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0001839211433562 
Bolton, J., & Roy, W. (2004). Succession planning: securing the future, Journal of Nursing  
Administration, 34(12), 589-593. 
Boyce, J., & Bowers, A. (2016). Principal turnover: Are there different types of principals 
 who move from or leave their schools? A latent class analysis of the 2007-2008     
 schools and staffing survey and the 2008-2009 principal follow-up survey. Leadership  
      
126 
 
and Policy in Schools, 15(3), 237-272. 
Boyd, D., Grossman, P., Ing, M., Lankford, H., Loeb, S., & Wyckoff, J. (2011). The influence of 
school administrators on teacher retention decisions. American Educational Research 
Journal, 48, 303-333. 
Branch, G. F., Hanushek, E. A., & Rivkin, S. G. (2008). Principal turnover and effectiveness.  
Unpublished manuscript. 
Branch, G. F., Hanushek, E. A., & Rivkin, S. G. (2013). School leaders matter. Education  
Next, 13(1), 62-69.   
Browne-Ferrigno, T., & Allen, L. W. (2006). Preparing principals for high-need rural schools: A  
central office perspective about collaborative efforts to transform school leadership.  
Journal of Research in Rural Education, 21(1), 1–16. 
Brundrett, M., Rhodes, C., & Gkolia, C. (2006). Planning for leadership succession:  
Creating a talent pool in primary schools. Education 3-13: International Journal  
of Primary, Elementary, and Early Years Education, 34(3), 259-268.  
Buckman, D. G., Johnson, A. D., & Alexander, D. L. (2018). Internal vs external promotion:  
advancement of teachers to administrators. Journal of Educational Administration. 
     https://doi.org/10.1108/JEA-01-2017-0003 
Buckman, D., & Tran, H. (2018). Internal and external elementary principal hiring and 
     minimal student achievement: A 5-year cohort model. International Journal of 
     Educational Leadership Preparation, 13(1), 2-18. 
Burkhauser, S. (2015). Hello, Goodbye Three Perspectives on Public School District Staff  
Turnover (Doctoral dissertation, The Pardee RAND Graduate School). 
Burkhauser, S., Gates, S. M., Hamilton, L. S., & Ikemoto, G. S. (2012). First-year principals in  
      
127 
 
urban school districts: How actions and working conditions relate to outcomes. Technical 
Report. Rand Corporation. 
Burton, J. P., Holtom, B. C., Sablynski, C. J., Mitchell, T. R., & Lee, T. W. (2010). The  
buffering effects of job embeddedness on negative shocks. Journal of Vocational  
Behavior, 76(1), 42–51. https://doi.org/10/cr7cct 
Byrne-Jimenez, M., & Orr, M. T. (2012). Thinking in three dimensions: Leadership for 
capacity building, sustainability, and succession. Journal of Cases in Educational 
Leadership, 15(3), 33-46.  
Carlson, R. O. (1961). Succession and performance among school superintendents. 
     Administrative Science Quarterly, 6, 210-227. 
Carlson, D. K., & Johnson, D. K. (2010). Does principal pay matter? An analysis of principal  
compensation and school performance in Colorado K-12 public schools. An Analysis of  
Principal Compensation and School Performance in Colorado K-12 Public Schools  
(October 25, 2010). 
Chan, W. (1996). External recruitment versus internal promotion. Journal of Labor Economics,  
14(4), 555-570.  
Chavez, J. (2011). The case for succession planning. Strategic Finance, 92(8), 15-16.  
Clabo, B. T. (2010). The high school principal as instructional leader: An explanatory, mixed  
methods case study examining principal leadership within the context of rural secondary 
schools. 
Clifford, M., Behrstock-Sherratt, E., & Fetters, J. (2012). The Ripple Effect: A Synthesis of  
Research on Principal Influence to Inform Performance Evaluation Design. A Quality 
School Leadership Issue Brief. American Institutes for Research. 
      
128 
 
Clotfelter, C., Ladd, H. F., Vigor, J. M., & Wheeler, J. (2007). High-poverty schools and the  
distribution of teachers and principals. North Carolina Law Review, 85(134), 1380.  
Cocklin, B., & Wilkinson, J. (2011). A case study of leadership transition: Continuity and 
change. Educational Management Administration & Leadership, 39, 661-675.  
Coelli, M., & Green, D. A. (2012). Leadership effects: School principals and student outcomes. 
Economics of Education Review, 31(1), 92-109. 
Coffey, B., & Maloney, M. T. (2010). The thrill of victory: Measuring the incentive to win. 
     Journal of Labor Economics, 28, 87-112. 
Cohen, A. (2006). The Relationship between multiple commitments and organizational 
     citizenship behaviors in Arab and Jewish Cultures. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 69, 
     105 – 118. 
Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical Power Analysis for the Behavioral Sciences. Hillsdale, NJ:  
Lawrence Erlbaum.  
Connelly, B., Tihanyi, L., Crook, T. R., & Gangloff, A. (2014). Tournament Theory: Thirty  
 years of contests and competitions. Journal of Management, 40 (1), 16 –47. 
Conyon, M. J., Peck, S. I., & Sadler, G. V. (2001). Corporate tournaments and executive  
compensation: Evidence from the UK. Strategic Management Journal, 22(8), 805-815. 
Creswell, J. W. (2008). Educational research: Planning, conducting and evaluating quantitative 
     and qualitative research. Pearson/Merrill Prentice Hall. 
Creswell, J. W. (2014). Research design: Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed methods 
     approaches. SAGE Publications. 
Crum, K. S., & Sherman, W. H. (2008). Facilitating high achievement. Journal of Educational 
Administration, 46(5), 562-580. doi:10.1108/09578230810895492 
      
129 
 
Cruzeiro, P. A., & Boone, M. (2009). Rural and small school principal candidates: Perspectives  
of hiring superintendents. The Rural Educator, 31(1), 1–9. 
Cullen, J. B., & Mazzeo, M. J. (2008). Implicit performance awards: An empirical analysis of the  
labor market for public school administrators. University of California, San Diego 
(December). 
Davidson, B. M., & Taylor, D. L. (1999). Examining Principal Succession and Teacher  
Leadership in School Restructuring. 
Davis, S., Darling-Hammond, L., LaPointe, M., & Meyerson, D. (2005). School leadership  
study: Developing successful principals. Stanford University, Stanford Educational 
Leadership Institute.  
DeAngelis, K. J., & White, B. R. (2011). Principal Turnover in Illinois Public Schools,  
2001-2008. Policy Research: IERC 2011-1. Illinois Education Research Council. 
DeOrthentiis, P., Ployhart, R., Van Iddekinge, C., & Heetderks, T. (2018). Build or buy? The 
     individual and unit-level performance of internally versus externally selected 
     managers over time. Journal of Applied Psychology, 103(8), 916-928. 
DeVaro, J. (2006). Internal promotion competitions in firms. The RAND Journal of Economics,  
37(3), 521-542.  
DeVaro, J., Kauhanen, A., & Valmari, N. (2015). Internal and external hiring: the role of prior  
job assignments. In Fourth SOLE-EALE World Meeting, Montreal. 
DeVaro, J., & Morita, H. (2013). Internal promotion and external recruitment: A theoretical and  
empirical analysis. Journal of Labor and Economics, 31(2), 227-269. 
Donley, J., Detrich, R, Keyworth, R., & States, J. (2019). Teacher Retention. Oakland, CA: The 
 
Wing Institute. https://www.winginstitute.org/quality-teachers-retention 
Doud, J., & Keller, E. (1998). The K-8 principal in 1998. Principal, 78, 10-12. 
      
130 
 
Doyle, D., & Locke, G. (2014). Lacking Leaders: The Challenges of Principal Recruitment,  
Selection, and Placement. Thomas B. Fordham Institute. 
Educational Research Service (Arlington, Va.). (2000). The principal, keystone of a  
high-achieving school: Attracting and keeping the leaders we need. Educational Research 
Service. 
Ellis, N. H., & Bernhardt, R. G. (1992). Prescription for teacher satisfaction: Recognition and  
responsibility. The Clearing House: A Journal of Educational Strategies, Issues and  
Ideas, 65(3), 179-182. doi:10.1080/00098655.1992.10114196  
Eriksson, T. (1999). Executive compensation and tournament theory: Empirical tests on 
     Journal of Labor Economics, 17(2), 262-280. 
Farley-Ripple, E. N., Mead, H., Raffel, J., Sherretz, K., & Welch, J. (2010). Tracking transitions:  
An analysis of school administrator career paths in Delaware. University of Delaware.  
Fauske, J. R., & Ogawa, R. T. (1987). Detachment, fear, and expectation: A faculty’s 
response to the impending succession of its principal. Educational Administration 
Quarterly, 23, 23-44.  
Fink, D. (2011). Pipelines, pools and reservoirs: Building leadership capacity for 
sustained improvement. Journal of Educational Administration, 49(6), 670-684.  
Fink, D., & Brayman, C. (2004). Principals’ succession and educational change. Journal of 
     Educational Administration, 42(4), 431-449. 
Fink, D., & Brayman, C. (2006). School leadership succession and the challenges of 
change. Educational Administration Quarterly, 42, 62-89.  
Fitzsimmons, P. (1999). Human capital theory and education. The Encyclopedia of Education. 
Freidman, S. S. (1987), Leadership Succession. Transaction. 
      
131 
 
Fullan, M. G. (1993). Why teachers must become change agents. Educational Leadership, 50(6), 
12–17.  
Fullan, M. (2005). Sustainable leadership. Corwin Press.  
Fuller, E. J., Hollingsworth, L., & Young, M. D. (2015). Working conditions and  
retention of principals in small and mid-sized urban districts. Leading Small and  
Mid-Sized Urban School Districts Advances in Educational Administration, 22,  
41-64.  
Fuller, E. J., Young, M. D., & Baker, B. (2007, April). The relationship between principal  
characteristics, principal turnover, teacher quality, and student achievement. In annual 
meeting of the American Educational Research Association. Chicago, IL. 
Fuller, E. J., & Young, M. D. (2009). Tenure and retention of newly hired principals in Texas.  
Austin, TX: University Council for Educational Administration, Department of  
Educational Administration, University of Texas at Austin. 
Gajda, R., & Militello, M. (2008). Recruiting and retaining school principals: What we can  
learn from practicing administrators. AASA Journal of Scholarship and Practice, 5(2),  
14-18. 
Garman, A. N., & Glawe, J. (2004). Succession planning. Consulting Psychology Journal,  
56(2), 119-128. 
Gates, S. M., Baird, M. D., Master, B. K., & Chavez-Herrerias, E. R. (2019). Principal pipelines:  
A feasible, affordable, and effective way for districts to improve schools. RAND  
Corporation. 
Gates, S. M., Ringel, J. S., Santibanez, L., Guarino, C., Ghosh-Dastidar, B., & Brown, A. (2006). 
Mobility and turnover among school principals. Economics of Education Review, 25(2), 




Georgia Department of Education. (2015, September 14). Equitable access to effective  
educators. http://www2.ed.gov/programs/titleiparta/equitable/gaequityplan91415.pdf. 
Georgia Department of Education. (2019). Experience for salary purposes.  
https://www.gadoe.org/External-Affairs-and-Policy/State-Board-of-Education/SBOE%20 
Rules/160-5-2-.05.pdf#search=years%20of%20experience 
Georgia Department of Education. (2020). School count by type. 
 https://app3.doe.k12.ga.us/ows-bin/owa/fte_pack_school_count.entry_form 
Georgia Partnership for Excellence in Education. (2019, 16th edition). Top Ten Issues to Watch  
 in 2020. https://gpee.org/ga-partnership-releases-2020-top-ten-issues-to-watch/ 
Goldhaber, D., Gross, B., & Player, D. (2007). Are public schools really losing their best?  
Assessing the Career Transitions of Teachers and Their Implications for the Quality of  
the Teacher Workforce. Working Paper 12. National Center for Analysis of Longitudinal  
Data in Education Research. 
Goldring, R., & Taie, S. (2018). Principal attrition and mobility: Results from the 2016-17  
principal follow-up survey. First Look. NCES 2018-066. National Center for Education 
Statistics. 
Goodlad, J. (2004). A place called school. McGraw-Hill.  
Goodwin, R. H., Cunningham, M. L., & Eagle, T. (2005). The changing role of the secondary 
     principal in the United States: An historical perspective. Journal of Educational 
     Administration and History, 37(1), 1-17. 
Greer, C. R., & Virick, M. (2008). Diverse succession planning: Lessons from the industry  
leaders. Human Resource Management, 47(2), 351-367. doi:10.1002/hrm.20216  
      
133 
 
Griffith, M. B. (2012). Effective succession planning in nursing: A review of the literature.  
Journal of Nursing Management, 20(7), 900-911. doi:10.1111/j.1365-2834.2012.01418.x  
Grissom, J. A., & Loeb, S. (2011). Triangulating principal effectiveness: How perspectives of  
parents, teachers, and assistant principals identify the central importance of managerial 
skills. American Educational Research Journal, 48(5), 1091-1123. 
Gronn, P. (2003). Principal recruitment introduction by the guest editor: A matter of principals.  
Australian Journal of Education, 4(2), 115-117. https://doi.org/10/gghfbz 
Groysberg, B., Lee, L. E., & Nanda, A. (2008). Can they take it with them? The portability of  
star knowledge workers’ performance: myth or reality? Management Science, 54(7), 
1213-1230.  
Grusky, O. (1960). Administrative succession in formal organizations. Social Forces, 39(2),  
105-115.  
Gutmore, D., Strobert, B., & Gutmore, R. F. (2009). Meeting the needs: A best practice grow  
your own school leader program. AASA Journal of Scholarship and Practice, 6(1), 33-39. 
Hallinger, P., Wang, W. C., & Chen, C. (2013). Assessing the measurement properties of the  
Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale: A meta-analysis of reliability studies. 
Educational Administration Quarterly, 49(2), 272-309. 
Hancock, D. R., Black, T., & Bird, J. J. (2006). A Study of Factors that influence teachers to 
         become school administrators. Journal of Educational Research & Policy Studies, 6(1), 
         91-105. 
Hargreaves, A. (2005). Leadership succession: Essays. Educational Forum, 69, 163-173.  
Hargreaves, A. (2009). Leadership succession and sustainable improvement. School 
Administrator, 66(11), 10-15.  
      
134 
 
Hargreaves, A., & Fink, D. (2006). Sustainable leadership. Jossey-Bass. 
Hargreaves, A., & Fink, D. (2011). Succeeding leaders: Supply and demand. In Principals in  
Succession (pp. 11-26). Springer, Dordrecht. 
Hargreaves, A., Moore, S., Fink, D., Brayman, C., & White, R. (2003). Succeeding leaders. A  
study of principal rotation and succession. Toronto, ON: Ontario Principals’ Council. 
Harris, S., Arnold, M., Lowery, S., & Crocker, C. (2000). Deciding to become a principal: 
         What factors motivate or inhibit that decision? ERS Spectrum, 18(20), 40-45. 
Hart, A. W. (1988). Attribution as effect: An outsider principal’s succession. Journal of 
Educational Administration, 26(2), 331-352.  
Hart, A. W. (1993). Principal succession: Establishing leadership in schools. State  
University of New York Press.  
Hartle, F., & Thomas, K. (2003). Growing tomorrow's school leaders: the challenge: full report. 
Hatch, N. W., & Dyer, J. H. (2004). Human capital and learning as a source of sustainable 
     competitive advantage. Strategic Management Journal, 25(12), 1155-1178. 
Hertling, E. (2001). Retaining principals. Eric Digest, 147. http:lleric.uoregon.edu./publications/ 
         digests 147.htmi. 
Hirsch, E., Freitas, C., Church, K., & Villar, A. (2009). Massachusetts teaching learning and 
leading survey: Creating school conditions where teachers stay and students thrive. 
www.masstells.org/sites/default/files/attachments/finalreport.pdf 
Hom, P. W., & Griffeth, R. W. (1995). Employee turnover. South-Western. 
Hom, P. W., Lee, T. W., Shaw, J. D., & Hausknecht, J. P. (2016). One hundred years of  
employee turnover theory and research. Journal of Applied Psychology, 101(765), 1–35. 
Hooker, K. O. (2000). Superintendents’ perspectives on the recruitment and selection of 
      
135 
 
building level administrators. Planning and Changing, 31(3/4), 182-205.  
Huck, S. (2012). Reading statistics and research (6th ed.). Pearson. 
Jensen, D. (2014). Churn: The high cost of principal turnover. Retrieved from website School  
Leaders Network https://connectleadsucceed. org. 
Johnson, S. M. (2006). The Workplace Matters: Teacher Quality, Retention, and Effectiveness.  
Working Paper. National Education Association Research Department. 
Jones, J. C., & Webber, C. F. (2001). Principal Succession: A Case Study. 
Joseph, S. (2009). Planning to grow your own principal preparation program: Cultivating  
excellence in tough economic times. Educational Planning, 18, 35–41. 
Kim, Y. (2010). Measuring the value of succession planning and management: A 
qualitative study of multinational companies. Performance Improvement 
Quarterly, 23(2), 5-31.  
Koys, D. J. (1988). Human resource management and a culture of respect: Effects on employees' 
         organizational commitment. Employee Responsibilities and Rights Journal, 1, 57– 68. 
Ladd, H. F. (2009). Teachers' Perceptions of Their Working Conditions: How Predictive of  
Policy-Relevant Outcomes? Working Paper 33. National Center for Analysis of  
Longitudinal Data in Education Research. 
Lazear, E. P., & Rosen, S. (1981). Rank-Order Tournaments as Optimum Labor Contracts. 
         Journal of Political Economy, 89(5), 841–864. 
Lee, G. V., & Keiffer, V. A. (2003). Enhancing the preparation of urban school leaders: The  
promise of collaboration and investment. In Annual Meeting of the American Educational  
Research Association, Chicago, IL. 
Lee, L. C. (2015). School performance trajectories and the challenges for principal succession.  
      
136 
 
Journal of Educational Administration, 53(2), 262-286. doi:10.1108/JEA-12-2012-0139  
Leithwood, K., Harris, A., & Hopkins, D. (2008). Seven strong claims about successful school  
leadership. School leadership and management, 28(1), 27-42. 
Levin, S., & Bradley, K. (2019). Understanding and addressing principal turnover: A review of  
the research. Reston, VA: National Association of Secondary School Principals. 
Lindsay, S. R. (2009). Grow Your Own Leaders. School Administrator, 65(7), 20-23. 
Loeb, S., Kalogrides, D., & Horng, E. L. (2010). Principal preferences and the uneven 
 distribution of principals across schools. Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis,  
32(2), 205-229. 
López, G. R. (2008). Districts who “grow their own” educational leaders: An interview with  
Andrew Cole. University Council for Educational Administration Review, 49(1), 8-10.  
Louis, K. S., Leithwood, K., Wahlstrom, K., & Anderson, S. (2010). Investigating the links to     
 improved student learning: Final report of research findings.   
www.wallacefoundation.org/knowledge-center/school-leadership/key-research/Document 
s/Investigating-the-Links-to-Imroved-Student-Learning.pdf 
Lovely, S. (2004). Staffing the principalship: Finding, coaching, and mentoring school leaders.  
ASCD. 
Macmillan, R. (2000). Leadership succession, cultures of teaching and educational change. The  
sharp edge of educational change: Teaching, leading and the realities of reform, 52-71. 
Madsen, S. R. (2012). Women and leadership in higher education: Learning and advancement in  
leadership programs. Advances in Developing Human Resources, 14(1), 3-10.  
doi:10.1177/1523422311529668  
Manna, P. (2015). Developing Excellent School Principals to Advance Teaching and Learning:  
      
137 
 
Considerations for State Policy. Wallace Foundation. 
Marzano, R. J., Waters, T., & McNulty, B. A. (2005). School leadership that works: From  
research to results. ASCD. 
Mascall, B., & Leithwood, K. (2010). Investing in leadership: The district’s role in managing 
principal turnover. Leadership and Policy in Schools, 9(4), 367-383. 
Matthews, L., & Crow, G. (2003). Being and becoming a principal: Role conceptions for  
 contemporary principals and assistant principals. Allyn and Bacon. 
Marks, W. (2013). Leadership Succession and Retention: It’s time to get serious about a  
 principal retention policy. Leading and Managing, 19(2), 1-14. 
Mayer, M., & Phillips, V. (2010). Primary sources: America’s teachers on America’s schools. 
McIver, M. C., Kearns, J., Lyons, C., & Sussman, M. (2009). Leadership: A McREL Report  
Prepared for Stupski Foundation's Learning System. Mid-continent Research for  
Education and Learning (McREL). 
Meyer, J. P. & Allen, N. J. (1984). Testing the "side-bet theory" of organizational 
         commitment: Some methodological considerations. Journal of Applied Psychology, 
         69(3), 372-378. 
Meyer, J. P., & Allen, N. J. (1991). A three-component conceptualization of organizational 
         commitment. Human Resource Management Review, 1(1), 61-89. 
Meyer, J. P., & Allen, N. (1996) Affective, continuance, and normative commitment to the 
         organization: An examination of construct validity. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 
         49(43), 252–276. 
Meyer, J. P., & Allen, N. (1997). Commitment in the workplace: Theory, research, and 
         application. Sage Publications. 
      
138 
 
Meyer, M. J., Macmillan, R. B., & Northfield, S. (2009). Principal succession and its 
impact on teacher morale. International Journal of Leadership in Education, 12, 
171-185.  
Miller, A. (2009). Measuring the causes and consequences of principal turnover. 
Miller, A. (2013). Principal turnover and student achievement. Economics of Education Review, 
     36, 60-72. 
Miskel, C., & Cosgrove, D. (1985). Leader succession in school settings. Review of Educational  
Research, 55(1), 87-105.  
Miskel, C., & Owens, M. (1983). Principal succession and changes in school coupling and  
effectiveness. 
Mitani, H. (2018). Principals’ working conditions, job stress, and turnover behaviors under  
NCLB accountability pressure. Educational Administration Quarterly, 54(5), 822-862. 
Mitgang, L. D. (2003). Beyond the Pipeline: Getting the Principals We Need, Where They Are  
Needed Most. Policy Brief. 
Montgomery, M. R. (2010). Small rural school districts in Nebraska: A case study of challenges 
 and solutions. 
Moore, C. M. (2012). The role of school environment in teacher dissatisfaction among U.S.  
public school teachers. SAGE. doi:10.1177/2158244012438888  
Moore, D. (2000). The vanishing principals: Perceptions of graduate students in two university 
         leadership programs. Journal of the Intermountain Center for Educational Effectiveness, 
         1(1), 11-14. 
Mowday, R. T., Porter, L. W., & Steers, R. M. (2013). Employee—Organization linkages: The  
psychology of commitment, absenteeism, and turnover. Academic Press. 
      
139 
 
Mowday, R., Steers, R., & Porter, L. (1979). The measurement of organizational commitment. 
         Journal of Vocational Behavior, 14, 224-247. 
Muffs, M., & Schmitz, L. (1999). Job Sharing for Administrators: A Consideration for Public 
         Schools. NASSP Bulletin, 83(610), 70-73. 
Myung, J., Loeb, S., & Horng, E. (2011). Tapping the principal pipeline: Identifying talent for  
future school leadership in the absence of formal succession management programs. 
Educational Administration Quarterly, 47(5), 695-727. 
Nafukho, F., Hairston, N., & Brooks, K. (2004). Human capital theory: implications for human 
         resource development. Human Resource Development International, 7(4), 545-551. 
National Academy of Public Administration (1997). National Academy of Public Administration  
Managing Succession and Developing Leadership: Growing the Next Generation of 
Public Service Leaders, National Academy of Public Administration, Washington, DC. 
National Association of Elementary School Principals. (2008). Principals’ salaries, 2008–2009.  
 http://www.naesp.org/resources/2/Principal/2009/M-J_p27.pdf  
National Association of Secondary School Principals. (2013). What research says about the 
importance of principal leadership. Leadership Matters. 
http://www.naesp.org/sites/default/files/LeadershipMatters.pdf 
National Center for Education Statistics. (2018). Concentration of Public School Students 
Eligible for Free and Reduced Lunch. https://nces.ed.gov/programs/coe/indicator_clb.asp. 
Ni, Y., Sun, M., & Rorrer, A. (2015). Principal turnover: Upheaval and uncertainty in charter 
 schools? Educational Administration Quarterly, 51(3), 409-437. 
Normore, A. H., (2004). Leadership Success in Schools: Planning, recruitment, and  
socialization. International Electronic Journal for Leadership in Learning, 8(10). 
      
140 
 
Normore, A. (2007). A continuum approach for developing school leaders in an urban  
district. Journal of Research on Leadership Education, 2(3). 
http://www.ucea.org/JRLE/issue.php.   
Norton, M. S., (2002). Let’s keep our quality school principals on the job. The High School 
     Journal, 86(2), 50-56. 
Oberman, G. L. (1996). A Report on Principal Turnover in the Chicago Public Schools. 
Ogawa, R. T. (1991). Enchantment, disenchantment, and accommodation: How a faculty 
make sense of the succession of its principal. Educational Administration 
Quarterly, 27, 30-60.  
Olson, L. (2008). Lack of school leadership seen as a global problem. Education Week,  
27(33), 8.    
Orr, M. T., King, C., LaPointe, M., Rockman, C., Goldberg, E., North, C., & Wu, J. (2010).  
Districts developing leaders: Lessons on consumer actions and program approaches from  
eight urban districts. 
Papa, F. (2005). Dispelling the myths and confirming the truths of the imminent shortage of 
     principals: The case of New York State. Education Database, 36 (3/4), 217-234. 
Papa, F. (2007). Why Do Principals Change Schools? A multivariate analysis of principal 
     retention. Leadership and Policy in Schools, 6, 267-290. 
Papa, F., Jr., & Baxter, I. A. (2005). Dispelling the myths and confirming the truths of the 
imminent shortage of principals: The case of New York State. Planning and 
Changing, 36(3-4), 217-234. 
Partlow, M. C. (2007). Contextual Factors Related to Elementary Principal Turnover. Planning  
and Changing, 38, 60-76. 
      
141 
 
Perie, M., & Baker, D. (1997). Job satisfaction among America's teachers: Effects of  
workplace conditions, background characteristics and teacher compensation.  
Retrieved from U.S. Dept. of Education, Office of Educational Research and  
Improvement, National Center for Education Statistics website: http://www.ed.gov/NCES  
Peters, A. L. (2011). (Un)planned failure: Unsuccessful succession planning in an urban 
district. Journal of School Leadership, 21, 64-86.  
Pijanowski, J., Hewitt, P., & Brady, K. (2009). Superintendents’ perceptions of the principal 
     shortage. National Association of Secondary School Principals, 93(2), 85-95. 
Plecki, M. L., Elfers, A. M., Loeb, H., Zahir, A., & Knapp, M. S. (2005). Teacher Retention and  
Mobility: A Look Inside and Across Districts and Schools in Washington State. Center  
for the Study of Teaching and Policy. 
Podgursky, M., Ehlert, M., Lindsay, J., & Wan, Y. (2016). An Examination of the Movement of  
Educators within and across Three Midwest Region States. REL 2017-185. Regional 
 Educational Laboratory Midwest. 
Porter, L., Steers, R., Mowday, R., & Boulian, P. (1974). Organizational commitment, job 
         satisfaction, and turnover among psychiatric technicians. Journal of Applied Psychology, 
         59, 603-609. 
Portin, B., Schneider, P., DeArmond, M., & Gundlach, L. (2003). Making sense of leading  
schools: A study of the school principalship. 
Pounder, D. G., & Merrill, R. J. (2001). Job desirability of the high school principalship: A job 
     choice theory perspective. Educational Administration Quarterly, 37(1), 27-57. 
Rangel, V. S. (2018). A review of the literature on principal turnover. Review of Educational 
 Research, 88(1), 87-124. 
      
142 
 
Rao, H., & Drazin, R. (2002). Overcoming resource constraints on product innovation by  
recruiting talent from rivals: a study of the mutual fund industry 1986-1994. Academy of 
Management Journal, 45(3), 491-508. 
Redman, R. W. (2006). Leadership succession planning: an evidence-based approach for  
managing the future. Journal of Nursing Administration, 36(6), 292-297. 
Rhodes, C., & Brundrett, M. (2005). Leadership succession in schools: A cause for concern.  
Management in Education, 19(5), 15-18. 
Ringel, J., Gates, S., Chung, C., Brown, A., & Ghosh-Dastidar, B. (2004). Career paths of school  
administrators in Illinois: Insights from an analysis of state data. RAND EDUCATION  
SANTA MONICA CA. 
Roach, K. & Dixon, M. A. (2006). Hiring internal employees: a view from the field. Journal of 
 Sport Management, 20(2), 137-158.  
Robinson, V. M. J., Lloyd, C., & Rowe, K. J. (2008). The impact of leadership on student 
outcomes: An analysis of the differential effects of leadership type. Educational 
Administration Quarterly, 44(5), 635-674. 
Rothwell, W. J. (2005). Effective succession planning: Ensuring leadership continuity and  
building talent from within (3rd ed.). AMACOM. 
Rothwell, W. J. (2010). Effective succession planning: Ensuring leadership continuity and  
building talent from within (4th ed.). American Management Association. 
Rothwell, W. J., Jackson, R. D., Knight, S. C., & Lindholm, J. E. (2005). Career planning and  
succession management: Developing your organization’s talent-for today and tomorrow.  
Praeger.  
Roza, M. (2003). A matter of definition: Is there truly a shortage of school principals?  
      
143 
 
Center of Reinventing Public Education.  
Ryan, T. G., & Gallo, M. (2011). A descriptive examination and synthesis of leadership 
succession. International Journal of Educational Reform, 20, 132-152.  
Schmidt-Davis, J., & Bottoms, G. (2011). Who's Next? Let's Stop Gambling on School  
Performance and Plan for Principal Succession. Southern Regional Education Board  
(SREB). 
Schmitt, N., & Schechtman, S. (1990). The selection of school administrators. Journal of 
Personnel Evaluation in Education, 3(3), 231-238.  
Schlueter, K., & Walker, J. (2008). Selection of school leaders: A critical component for  
change. NASSP Bulletin, 92(1), 5-18.  
Seashore, K., Leithwood, K., Wahlstrom, K., & Anderson, S. (2010). Investigating the links to  
improved student learning: Final report of research findings. 
Sherer, J. Z., & Spillane, J. P. (2011). Constancy and change in work practice in schools: The  
role of organizational routines. Teachers College Record, 113(3), 611–657. 
Smeltzer, C. H. (2002). Succession planning. Journal of Nursing Administration, 32(12), 615.  
Solano, P. L., McDuffie, M. J., Farley-Ripple, E. N., & Bruton, J. (2010). Principal retention in  
the state of Delaware. University of Delaware, Newark, DE. 
Sow, H. C. (2006). Organizational identification and commitment of members of a human 
     development organization. The Journal of Management Development, 25(3), 249-268. 
Stark-Price, G. A., Munoz, M.A., Winter, P. A., & Petrosko, J. M. (2006). Recruiting principals  
to lead low-performing schools: Effects on job attractiveness. Journal of Personnel 
Evaluation in Education, 19(1-2), 69-83. https://doi.org/10/dpr5qk 
Sterrett, W., & Irizarry, E. (2015). Beyond “autopsy data”: Bolstering teacher leadership, morale,  
      
144 
 
and school improvement. Journal of Cases in Educational Leadership, 18, 3–13.  
https://doi.org/10/gghd97 
Stoelinga, S. R. (2008). The Work of Chicago Public Schools' Principals. Research Report.  
Consortium on Chicago School Research. 
Sun, M., & Ni, Y. (2016). Work environments and labor markets: Explaining principal turnover 
gap between charter schools and traditional public schools. Educational Administration 
Quarterly, 52(1), 144-183. 
Supovitz, J., Sirinides, P., & May, H. (2010). How principals and peers influence teaching and 
learning. Educational Administration Quarterly, 46(1), 31-56. 
Sutcher, L., Podolsky, A., & Espinoza, D. (2017). Supporting principals’ learning: Key features 
of effective programs. https://learningpolicyinstitute.org/sites/default/files/product-
files/Supporting_Principals_Learning_REPORT.pdf 
Taie, S., & Goldring, R. (2017). Characteristics of Public Elementary and Secondary School  
Teachers in the United States: Results from the 2015-16 National Teacher and Principal  
Survey. First Look. NCES 2017-072. National Center for Education Statistics. 
Takata, J. W. (2008). Boston structure supports school leaders. Journal of Staff Development,  
29(2), 24-27.  
Tekleselassie, A., & Choi, J. (2019). Understanding school principal attrition and mobility 
through hierarchical generalized linear modeling. Educational Policy, 1-47. 
Tekleselassie, A., & Villarreal, P. (2011). Career mobility and departure intentions among 
         school principals in the United States: Incentives and disincentives. Leadership and 
         Policy in Schools, 10(3), 251-293. 
Tella, A., Ayeni, C. O., & Popoola, S. O. (2007). Work motivation, job satisfaction, and  
      
145 
 
organizational commitment of library personnel in academic and research libraries in 
Oyo State, Nigeria. Library philosophy and practice, 9(2), 13. 
Tran, H. (2017). The impact of pay satisfaction and school achievement on high school  
principals’ turnover intentions. Educational Management Administration & Leadership, 
 45(4), 621-638. 
Tran, H., & Buckman, D. (2017). The impact of principal movement and school achievement on  
principal salaries. Leadership and Policy in Schools, 16(1), 106-129. 
https://doi:10.1080/15700763.2016.1197279 
Tucker, M. S., & Codding, J. B. (2002). Preparing principals in the age of accountability. The  
principal challenge: Leading and managing schools in an era of accountability, 1-40. 
United States Department of Agriculture. (2017). National School Lunch Program. 
https://fns-prod.azureedege.net/sites/default/files/cn/NSLPFactSheet.pdf  
Department of Education (ED). (2009). Race to the Top program: Executive summary. ERIC  
Clearinghouse. 
Vanderhaar, J., Munoz, M. A., & Rodosky, R. J. (2006). Leadership as accountability for 
learning: The effects of school poverty, teacher experience, previous achievement, 
and principal preparation programs on student achievement. Journal of Personnel 
Evaluation in Education, 19, 17-33. 
Vasudeva, A. (2009). Training for succession. School Administrator, 66(11), 16.  
Versland, T. (2013). Principal Efficacy: Implications for rural ‘grow your own’ leadership 
     programs. The Rural Educator, 35(1), 13-22. 
Wallace, F., & Wallace, L. A. (2012). The School Principal as Leader: Guiding schools to better  
teaching and learning. Nueva York, The Wallace Foundation. 
      
146 
 
Wallace, F., & Wallace, L. A. (2016). The School Principal as Leader: Guiding schools to better  
teaching and learning. Nueva York, The Wallace Foundation. 
Weibo, Z., Kaur, S., & Jun, W. (2010). New development of organizational commitment: A 
         critical review (1960-2009). African Journal of Business Management, 4(1). 
Weinstein, M., Schwartz, A. E., Jacobowitz, R., Ely, T., & Landon, K. (2009). New schools, new  
leaders: A study of principal turnover and academic achievement at new high schools in  
New York City. NYU Wagner Research Paper, (2011-09). 
Wenger, E. (1998). Communities of practice. Cambridge University Press. 
Whitaker, K. S. (2003). Principal role changes and influence on principal recruitment and 
     selection: An international perspective. Journal of Educational Administration, 41(1),  
37-54. 
Winter, P. A., & Morgenthal, J. R. (2002). Principal recruitment in a reform environment:  
Effects of school achievement and school level on applicant attraction to the job.  
Educational Administration Quarterly, 38(3), 319–340. 
Winter, P. A., Rinehart, J. S., & Munoz, M. A. (2002). Principal recruitment: An empirical  
evaluation of a school district’s internal pool of principal certified personnel. Journal of  
Personnel Evaluation in Education, 16(2), 129-141. 
Wood, J., Finch, K., & Mirecki, R. (2013). If we get you, how can we keep you? Problems 
     with recruiting and retaining rural administrators. The Rural Educator, 34(2), 1-13. 
Yan, R. (2020). The influence of working conditions on principal turnover in K-12 public  
schools. Educational Administration Quarterly, 56(1), 89-122. 
Young, P., & Castetter, W. (2003). The human resource function in educational administration  
(8th ed.). Pearson Education.  
      
147 
 
Zellner, L., Ward, S. M., McNamara, P., Gideon, B., Camacho, S., & Edgewood, S. D. (2002).  
The Loneliest Job in Town: Sculpting the Recruitment and Retention of the Principal. 
Zepeda, S. J., Bengtson, E., & Parylo, O. (2012). Examining the planning and management of  
principal succession. Journal of Educational Administration, 50(2), 136-158.  
doi:10.1108/09578231211210512  
Zula, K., & Chermack, T. (2007). Human capital planning: A review of literature and 
         implications for human resource development. Human Resource Development Review, 
         6(3), 245–262. Reprinted with permission 
  
  
 
